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HE deſign of theſe pages is not to explain 
what is incomprehenſible, nor to diſcuſs 


every metaphyſical diſquiſition on the Doctrine 
of the Sacred Trinity; but to anſwer, in a 

ſcriptural manner, the various objections, which 

have been raiſed againſt it by an anonymous 

author, in his Remarks upon a Sermon TI was 
lately perſuaded to publiſh. | 


® 


I am not inſenſible of the wiſe man's obſer- 
vation; The beginning of ſtrife is as when 
one letteth out water.” But theſe waters of 
ſtrife, which Baron Swedenborg and the author 
of Remarks have poured upon the Church 
by breaking the flood- gates of ancient truth, 

might, if not bounded, deluge the chriſtian 
world. Yet as a few drops of ink may have 
greater effect than ſtreams of blood, if the 

author of this little tract can ſink a preju- 
dice, he will think he has acted more ney 
| than if he had ſunk a man of war. : 
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* 
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May the ſtreams of Near water, floods of 
divine truth and grace deſcend, to quench the 
kindling fire of wrath, and remove whatever 


oppoſes the fire of heavenly love! 


* 
* 
3 


Thou inexhauſtible F ountain of Grace! 


Thou overflowing Sea of Love, bear down all . 


oppoſition to the Truth — waſh away every 


error and ſtain - cover every mountain of igno- 


| rance and miſery, Bleſſed River! Boundleſs 


Ocean ! let all our well-ſprings flow from 


Thee. Be Thou the everlaſting Source of our 
Felicity; ſo ſhall no floods of death prevail : 
for © Death! is ſwallowed up in AY” 


C. BAYLEY. 
MANCHESTER, 2 


1785. Sa, PL, 


CONSIDERED 


EW perſons have engaged in controverſy, 
religious, political, or philoſophical, with- 

out being in ſome degree chargeable with 
miſconception or miſrepreſentation of their ad- 
verſary's intention and arguments. The pro- 
priety of this obſervation is exemplified in an 
anonymous publication, entitled, The Scripture 
Doctrine of a Trinity vindicated ; according to the 
Principles of the illuminated Emanuel Swedenborg. 
With REeMaRKs pon à Sermon I preached at 
HAvTIELD on Galatians iv. 6. Though the 
language of the performance is ambiguous and 
intricate, and produces that confuſion of appre- 
N | henſion, 


. 
henſgn, ſo favourable to ſcepticiſm, error, and 
ſuperſtition; I ſhould probably have left it to 
ſleep in oblivion, as undiſturbed as its author's 
name, had I not perceived that my filence would 


be conſtrued into a defeat of thoſe ſacred Prin- 
ciples, which are revealed in the unerring Word 


of GOD. 


he firſt Section of the Remarks is introduced 
hypothetically : *<* If the Sermon upon Gal, 
«© iv. 6. was preached to a country congrega- 
ce tion, the metaphyſical terms and Hebrew 
© quotations are improper for an illiterate au- 


ce dience.“ 


The Title-page of that Sermon informs the 
reader it was preached in the Epi/copal Chapel 
at Hayfield. And the public are too ſenſible of 
the difference there 1s, between 'a country congre- 
gation and an illiterate audience, to imagine them 
ſynonymous exprefiions. Yet to ſatisfy objectors, 
I ſhall beg leave to ſay that moſt of the congre- 
gation, which attended that day, generally re- 
fided in the country; but many of them were far 

from being zlliterate. I ſuppoſed ſome of them 
to be perſons of learning and penetration. And 
my preſent opinion is, that many of them were 
as able to judge of the truth of the doctrines, 
the propriety of the ſtyle, and the manner in 


which the Sermon was delivered, as the perſon 
who has written his Remarks upon it. And there- | | 


fore, the metaphyſical terms and Hebrew quo- I 
| . tations“ 


x41 

tations?” were not improper for that audience, He 

cannot, I hope, be offended ſhould I retort his own 

words to inform him, that“ readers qualified to 

judge, may pronounce him,” inſtead of me, 

e compleatly intangled in a web of his own 
ſpinning with reſpect to his arguments.“ 


But he proceeds with a dreadful accuſation : | 
which, if true, would ſufficiently deſtroy every 


argument advanced in my Sermon. There 
needs,“ ſays he, „no other proof of his 


* endeavours to wreſt the Scriptures, but an ex- 


* amination of the texts which he quotes. I 
can appeal to the Searcher of hearts, and truly 
affirm, I am not conſcious of having ewreſted 
a ſingle word of Scripture: and I am confident 
I never endeavoured to do it. I have ſtrictly ad- 
hered to truth, as far as T have been able to diſcover 
it. And if any circumſtance ſeems exaggerated, 


extenuated, or miſrepreſented, let it be pointed 
and I 


out, animadverted upon, and expoſed ; 
will either prove my aſſertion, or acknowledge 
my error. But I am ſatisfied with the appro- 
bation of my own conſcience: and I hope to 
make appear that the charge does not belong to 
me. The inconſiſtency is in him. Had I done 


but half as much as he has, in labouring to ſub- 


vert principles which ought ever to be held 


ſacred, I know not whether the friends of truth 


would have granted me any indulgence, I am 


{ure _oy ought not. 
In 
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In Section the ſecond it is conjectured, that the 
Sermon was publiſhed for the purpoſe of exhibit- 
ing its author as a defender of this poſition: 
* There is a Trinity of Perſons in the Deity — 
cin oppoſition to E. Swedenborg. But the rea- 
ſon for my publiſhing the Sermon was mentioned 
in the Preface: my words are theſe : ©* The au- 
thor was much averſe to the thought, of making 
it public,“ leſt he ſhould offend any of his 
friends who had imbibed a contrary opinion ; 
© but ſeveral, who heard it delivered, requeſted 
to ſee it in print. The ſubje& indeed is of the 
utmoſt importance, and therefore he cannot think 
himſelf innocent if he with-holds what may 
tend, in the ſmalleſt degree, to diffuſe light in 
a dark world, check the progreſs of infidelity, 
or any way edify the Church of . Wie 
he hath purchaſed with his 0 own Blood. 


| I have ** not thought proper to name the 
author; becauſe it was ſufficient to men- 

tion his ſentiment, and refute it. And if, for 
ſome kind motives, I have omitted the name, 
my Opponent has effectually expoſed it. He 
ſays, it was omitted . leſt the weighty argu- 
* ments there advanced ſhould be gppoſed to my 
«© erroneous notions.”” But as I cannot yet diſ- 
cover thoſe ©* weighty arguments,” perhaps, 
at ſome future period, he may point them out 
to me. While the curſory manner in which 
c he both quotes and anſwers the aſſertion, may 
„„ 


12 
JS, 
ut 


ay 


rc ſeem to furniſh him with a temporary triumph 
«© over an author he does not name.” This 


would have been a ſtrange kind of triumph. 


indeed ! On the contrary, I was ſorry to find 


error begin to ſhew its triumphant head in Man- 
| Cheſter: a town, in which the Clergy are re- 
puted ſo famous for moral Conduct and orthodoy- - 


Principles. But, as men and their opinions may 
be diſtinguiſhed, what neceſſity was there for me 
to name an author, © whoſe arguments upon 
the ſubject, my Opponent confeſſes, I had 
neither mentioned nor pretended to anſwer ??? 
Probably 1 ſhall anſwer what he calls arguments 
ſooner then he wiſhes I ſhould. 


In pointing out the declaration, A Trinity 
* of perſons was unknown in the apoſtolic 
«© Church, while the Apoftles lived; and for 


„ two or three ages after their deceaſe, my 
deſign was only to rectify the miſtake, not to 


expoſe its author's name. And impartial readers 
have generouſly acknowledged I had ſufficiently 
executed my deſign, in quoting the words of 
Tertullian; who lived about the time of St. John's 
death, and wrote profeſſedly againſt the notion 


of there being only a nominal diſtinction in the 


Godhead ; contrary to the opinion of Praxeas, 
which E. Swedenborg has revived, and my 
Opponent endeavours to confirm. 


Having 
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„ 
Having never had an opportunity of conſulting 
Univerſal Theology in Latin, I would have 
chearfully exculpated its author, from the charge 
of aſſerting that declaration, by ſuppoſing a 
miſtake in the tranſlation, or that he had not 
ſtudied the works of the Fathers; becauſe, in 
direct oppoſition to his declaration, he acknow- 
ledges, ©* The Chriſtians of the firſt ages, who- 
« were plain, ſimple men, and underſtood, all 
© parts of the word according to the ſenſe of the 
letter, diſtinguiſhed the Divinity into Three 
«© Perſons ; which on account of their Arch 
„ was n 1722 FF” Do. N. JE 2 79 


May we not ſuppoſe the primitive Chriſ. 
tians knew how to diſtinguiſh the Divinity as 
well as Chriſtians of his age? But if the decla- 
ration in my note be E. Swedenborg's, and this 
quotation, from the Doctrine of the New Feruſalem, be 
his likewiſe : it will follow, that E. Swedenborg 
recanted his opinion. Which affertion then muſt 
a candid enquirer after truth believe? That 
which ſays, © A Trinity of Perſons was un- 
ce known in the apoſtolic Church, while the Apo- 
« ſtles lived, and for two or three ages after their 
ce deceaſe? Or that which as plainly aſſerts, 
© THE CHRISTIANS OF THE FIRST AES,“ not 
only knew, but, pISTINGUISHED THE Divi- 
© NITY INTO THREE PERSONS?” Which they 
could not have done had it been unknown till 
the council of Nice. And farther, he adds, 

; they 
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they received a permiſſion to diſtinguiſh it, ox 


ACCOUNT OF THEIR SIMPLICITY.” When 
- man perceives contradictions and abſurdities, 


he cannot repreſent the author of them as highly 
illuminated, leſt an ignis fatuus, that deludes its 
followers into the quagmires of error, ſhould 


be ſubſtituted for the pure light of truth. 


The third Section contains a repetition of what 
had been obſerved before, with a promiſe to 
why point out the fallaey of my arguments, and 
«© the inſtances wherein I have wreſted the Scrip- 
e tures or miſapplied them.” Whether the 


engagement is accompliſhed or not, the unbiaſſed 
reader can eaſily determine. 


The fourtH Section declares I infer “ a diſ- 
ce tinction in the Godhead,“ like the Chriſtians 


of the firſt ages; but the ſolid arguments, 


from which I infer that diſtinction, are care- 


fully kept out of fight. Were they not omitted 


leſt the reader ſhould diſcover the imbecility of 


the remark, and with what propriety the in- 


ference was drawn? Inſtead of a fair quotation. 
to manifeſt the impropriety of my reaſoning, my 
Opponent endeavours to render the doctrine 
odious, by lending me principles I never em- 
braced, and drawing conſequences which have 
not the leaſt connection with my ſentiments : 
he prejudices the public againit my Sermon, 
B by 
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by infinuating that I contradi& myſelf, where 
it is plain I do not: and that I infer diſtinctions, 


Fe 1 


« by a metaphyſical ſhuffle of words, without 
«© meaning or argument.” Thus, as it is eaſier 
to ©* ſhufle”” the cards than to win the game, 
he ſteps into the tribunal of judgment, and 
condemns before he has refuted one of my arg u- 
ments. I wiſh I were able to exculpate him from 
the demerit of theſe accuſations. But a curſory 
view of his performance will ſhew the attempt 
is impracticable. Inſtance,*his crying down a diſ- 
tinction in the Godhead, and then aſſerting, 
the woRD which was, and is GOD, who 
„ made all things,”” is alſo “ the ſubſtantial, 
«« ſelf-ſubſiſting wok p of GOD.?” p. g. If there 
be any meaning in this phraſe, is not “ the 
ſabſtantial, ſelf- ſubſiſting wox p of GOD“ ſome- 
thing diſtinct from GOD? Is not the thing 
itſelf, in ſome ſenſe, diſtinct from what - is predi- 
cated of that thing? So * the ſubſtantial, ſub- 
ſiting Word”? is predicated of GOD : and is 
therefore diſtin, though not divided, from 
GOD. If theſe obſervations are not ſufficiently 
clear, review p. 10. The Three charac- 
ters of Creator, Redeemer, and Comforter 
are united in the Lord. I aſk then, whe- 
ther theſe characters, which are Three in the 
plural, be diſtinct characters? If they are 
not, they cannot be Three; but one character. 
And if they are Three diſtinct characters, ſome 

| kind 


cre 


the Baron, will haſten to name them. 


T8 1 
kind of diſtinction in the Godhead muſt be 
allowed. Take another example. p. 19. Three 
eſſential characters of the Deity: which are 
ſo diſtinct that my Objector, in concert with 
h cc 'Thefe 
Three, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, ** are 
Three eſſentials of the one GOD.” Theſe 
words are explicit enough to eſtabliſh the doctrine 
of a diſtinction in the Godhead ; and ſuch a diſ- 


tinction“ as my Sermon propoſes, and the doc- 


trine of our excellent Eftabliſhment defends, 
But I muſt leave Baron S. at an humble diſtance, 
when his diſtinctions inſinuate THREE Divine 
NarukESs : Univ. Theol. vol. I. 237. Or 
Taree EssEnCEs, inſtead of THREE PERSONS, 
in One Divine Nature. If the Divinity of the 


Father, ſays he, idem, p. 240. ** had been 


conſidered as the Soul in man, the Divine 


Humanity as the Body of that Soul, and the 


Holy Ghoſt as the Operation proceeding from 


both; in this caſe Three Eſſences are underſtood 


as belonging to one and the ſame perſon, and 
therefore conſtituting one fingle individual 
Eſſence. Here then are Three Eſſences con- 
ſtituting One individual Effence! What reaſon 
any man, who admits ſuch diſtinctions, can 
have for inveighing againſt three Perſons in one 
| B 2 Eſſence, 

* Pater qui eſt in ccelis. Matt. xvi, Quo dicto utriuſque 


Perſonæ conſtituit diſtinctionem. 
Tertull. adv, Praxean, cap, XXI. 
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[ 16 ] 
Eſſence, I leave to his own mature conſideration, 
To me it apears trifling, if not worſe than tri- 
fling with ſacred things, when the doctrine of 
three Perſons in the glorious Trinity is repro- 
bated, under pretence of eſtabliſhing the Unity 
of the Deity ; . while Three Divine Natures, or 
Three Eſſences are inculcated. 
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After my Opponent has pronounced my argu- 
ments to be a metaphyſical ſhuffle of words, 
without meaning or arguntent,”” inſtead of re- 
futing them; he informs the public, in Sect. V. 
that his obſervation is ſufficiently clear to 
readers who are capable of reafoning analyti- 
« cally;*” that is, of reſolving a ſubje& into 
its firſt principles. To ſuch analytical Reaſoners 
J appeal ; and will patiently wait their deciſion. 
Let them judge, whoſe arguments will ſerve the 
cauſe of truth, by ſtanding the teſt, or by flying 
to pieces in the controverſial collifion. Then 
would truth reign in righteouſneſs, the Sweden- 
borgian reveries be rejected, and the ſacred 
Scriptures be loved and embraced by“ plain 
well-meaning people,”” who are otherwiſe too 
apt to admire,” in the writings of E. S. what 
they. cannot comprehend, till they are ſeduced 
by ſpecious trifling to believe impoſſibilities. 
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GOD is the fountain of felicity, the only per- 
manent good. He ought to be the centre of our 
deſires and thoughts, as he is of our preſervation 
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and being. I introduced my Sermon by aſſerting 
his vniTY : which has procured me the follow- 
ing reflection; Every one— may hence con- 
« ceive ſuch a good opinion of the author, as 
« to take upon truſt what follows. Sect. VI. 
| But as Baron S. has taken the ſame method in 
his Univerſal Tn. he is liable to the _ 
cenſure. 


who has read the Scriþtures, ©* muſt allow” the 
Unity of GOD ; common /er/e could never at- 
tain the knowledge of it, without ſuperior aſſiſt- 
ance. Reaſon itſelf is inſufficient. Revelation 
brings the glorious knowledge of GOD with 
life and immortality. It is therefore an indu- 
bitable truth that while we confeſs the Unity of 
GOD, „ the Scriptures demand our fulleſt and 
moſt warm aſſent to the doctrine of what our 
church has termed the Trinity,“ in conformity 


clare, There are Three that bear record in 


Ghoſt, and theſe Three are One,” Here my 
Opponent interrogates, why I do not ſpeak 
out, and tell my readers that I mean a Trinity 
of Perſons in the one God.” To which I 
anſwer; it was leſt the readers of his claſs, who 
ſeek occaſion, ſhould accuſe me of “ interſperſ- 
ing” my own words. And, though I believe the 
text implies a Trinity of Perſons, as the phraſe 
B 3 is 


And though every one of common ſenſe, 


to the writings of St. John, which expreſsly de- 


heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy 
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„ 
is not in the text, I was under no more neceſſity 
of uſing the word perſon, than my Opponent was 
of uſing the word character, which he cautiouſly 
avoided. But when either perſon or trinity ſuits 
his purpoſe, he employs them as freely as I do; 
acknowledging that Baron S. “ affirms there is 
% a Divine Trinity of Father, Son, and 


Holy Ghoſt; which he proves from the Scrip- 


* tures, not omitting the paſſage in 1 John v. 7. 
but diſtinguiſhing it by capital letters.“ 
Remark, p. 19. And, in Univerſal Theology, 
the Baron frequently ſays, ** There is a TION 
of Perſon in GOD.” ; 


When he has thus made choice of the words, 
perſon and trinity, which orthodox writers have 


unanimouſly uſed in theological diſputes on the 


ſubject, he ſtyles them, unſcriptural words, not 
c uſed by the Apoſtles, but introduced by ambi- 
ec tious eccleſiaſtics, to enforce their impoſitions 
«« in the Chriſtian church, as the Corban of the 
«© Phariſees had been aforetime to ſupport their 
te traditions.” But this, if true, is a ſhrewd 


attack upon the writings of E. Swedenborg, which 


abound with unſcriptural words and phraſes, 


And ſhould I aſk, why then do the Baron and the 


author of Remarks treat their ſubjects with theſe, 
and other unſcriptural words, not uſed by the 
Apoſtles? The Remarker himſelf would furniſh 
me with a reply. p. 6. A ſpecious ſhew of 
contending for the truth is here ſet up as a 

blind, 


E 0-3 
blind, that the falſe colouring of argument may 
deceive more effectually. For nothing is more 


common than to allow of, and hold forth ſelf- 


evident truth, when they are about to controvert 
its realities by verbal ſubtleties and unmeaning 
diſtinctions: for as the wiſe man obſerves, The 
net is ſpread in vain by the fowler in the ſight 
of a bird. | 


But ſuch kind of replies to my arguments had 


no weight with me, and I cannot expect they 
will convince others. The fallacy is eaſily diſ- 
covered. Though in ſome caſes, it may be ne- 
ceſſary to take the advice of the wiſe man, 
« anſwer a fool according to his folly, leſt he be 


wiſe in his own conceit.” Yet I would honour. 
al! men. The clergy I greatly eſteem. Their 


office is venerable, and their character ſacred. 
The primitive eccleſiaſtical writers are wor- 
thy of reverence. And, if undeſerved cenſure 
frequently falls on the moſt pious and upright 
eccleſiaſtics in a civilized country, we ſhould 
be cautious of admitting ill-natured ſurmiſes 
and unfavourable inſinuations: for, as a late 
author obſerves, the very nature of their 
undertaking is ſuch as calls, from every candid 
mind, for conſiderable indulgence.” 


Permit me then to aſk, what does my Opponent 
mean by ſcriptural words, uſed by the Apo- 


ſtles? Does he mean the words of thoſe lan- 
guages 


K — * 
* — f * 
> — tt . 
8 — 
. $ . 
0 e ee 
1 2 7 
— ** 


= 


— — 


e 


3 
— 


— 


— 


4 — 
Dart norm 2 4 | = a 
* / WP x 2 - 
1 WF N 
==; zz: IJ * _ 
8 88 


1 
— 


wo 
in. 2 


® 44 
— 
SEE one 
n 4 
2 * a”, 4 = 


Le 
Sr A 
— —_—_ 


Ne 1 
> 1 $24 


þ > 2 — 
2 > ©” * — 
A - ed Sos : 
8 A 2 wy x > 
— r 


| 3 
FCC 


x ' N 
. . W 


* 


F. 20:3 
guages in which the Scriptures were originally 
written? The Hebrew and Greek? If he does, 
the words Perſon and Trinity are not properly 
the words uſed by the Apoſtles.” Neither is 
the tranſlation of the Old and New Teſtament in 
Engliſh, French, Italian, German, &c. If we 
muſt reje& all << unſcriptural words” in this 
ſenſe, the works of the Baron, and of all theo- 
logical writers in Engliſh or Latin, mutt fall 
of courſe, with my Opponent's Remarks, which 
he muſt acknowledge do mot contain The 
Scripture Doctrine of a Trinity.” 


He is too well acquainted with his Engliſh 
Bible to imagine the word Perſon is not found in 


it: having ſeen it in the New Teſtament more 


than twenty times, and in the Old, perhaps, more 
than an hundred. It is directly applied to GOD 
the Father in Heb. 1. 3. to GOD the Son in 
2 Cor. ii. 10. And I truſt it will never be in 
the power of man to eraſe it. 


If the words Trinity and Humanity are not in 
the Scriptures, muſt they be rejected on that 


account? Does not the Baron admire the lat- 


ter? and is it more agreeable to the ſenſe of 
Scripture than the former ? There is not a word 
more conſonant with 1 John v. 7. admitted by 
my Opponent, than the word Trinity or Trin- 
unity, compounded of Tres TirEe, and Unitas 
One or UniTY. ** Theſe three”? Perſons, Fa- 

ther, 


it 


f 


,- 


[ 23 3 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, © are in one“ Divine 
Eſſence. 


Should he mean that the words Perſon and 
Trinity are not an exact tranſlation of the Hebrew 


1 or Greek words, uſed by the writers of the 


Sacred Scriptures: I hope he will be more cau- 
tious in his next Remarks; leſt he expoſe him- 
ſelf by reprobating the numerous and worthy 


divines, in the courſe of ſeventeen hundred 


years, for expreſſing their ideas by unſcriptural 
words; while the word Trinity correſponds with 
1 John v. 7. and the ſcriptural word Perſen is an 
exact tranſlation of the Latin Perſona, and of 
the Greek Tpogumoy Proſopon. Tertullian uſed the 
latter as early as the ſecond century, in his con- 
troygrſy againſt Praxeas, the Swedenborgian of 


his day, in contradiſtinction to Subfanrce or 


Eſſence. mTpoownoy is frequently in the Greek 
new Teſtament, and in the Septuagint of the old: 
and anſwers to the Hebrew word D Panim, 
as nearly as the genius of the different languages 
will admit. St. Matthew uſes it, ch. xxii. 16. 
St. Mark, ch. x11. 14. St. Jude, ver. 16. St. 
Paul, 2 Cor. i. 11. And though it is ſometimes 
rendered Face, it undoubtedly means the Perſon 


in many paſſages of Scripture. «© GOD who 


commanded his light to ſhine out of darkneſs, 
hath ſhined into our hearts, to give the light 
of the knowledge of the glory of GOD in the 
FACE of ** — who is the “image of 
: : GOD. 92 
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GOD.“ 2 Car, iv. , 6. And though & 
Tpoawnu en profſepo is here rendered “ in face,” 
the glory, ſaid to be reflected from it, is evi- 
dently that glory which is manifeſted in his Perſon, 
in the union of the Deity with humanity, with 
all that he wrought and ſuffered, | 

One may now reaſonably expect that my Oppo- 
nent feels ſome ſenſations of remorſe, for having 
attributed theſe ſacred words to the introduction 
of “ Ambitious eccleſiaſtics.” If what has been 


obſerved is not ſufficient, ſome future oppor- 


tunity may determine whether ** unſcriptural 
words, not uſed by the Apoſtles; but introduced 
by the Baron, to enforce his © impoſitions in 
the Chriſtian church,” may not have been, 


5e like the Corban of the Phariſees to ſupport 
their traditions,” 


In the fourth paragraph of my Sermon, I en- 
deavoured to remove an obje&ion againſt the 
doctrine of the Sacred Trinity, by an argument 
taken from human inability to comprehend the 
Supreme Being, or the deep counſels of infinite 
wiſdom, as manifeſted in the works of creation. 
For thoſe, who would believe nothing but what 
they can fully inveſtigate, muſt doubt the moſt 
evident truths. And “ if the human intelle& is 
thus bounded,” as it certainly is: becauſe we can- 
not underſtand the creation of a mite, much leſs 
the Creator himſelf: according to this argument 

| s men 


E 
men ought humbly to adore this myſtery of the 
Trinity, and leave every one to receive it accord - 
ing to his capacity, as it is generally ſet forth 
in Scripture, without pretending to comprehend 
it“ fully, „by their limited underſtandings. ?” 
Set. VII. Chriſtian men, eſpecially, ought to 


light on the ſubject, which the Scriptures emit, 
e without defining it?” unſcripturally, as too 
many have preſumptuouſly done in the Arian, 
Sabellian, Socinian, and Swedenborgian creeds, 
which have been „ ſubſtituted for that of the 
Apoitles,”” the Nicene, and Athanaſian. 


in philofoßhic and rational Chriſtianity, ſuppoſe 
that religion ends where myſtery begins: as if the 
myRery, or inexplicable truth, of a doctrine were 
an argument againſt its credibility. But this is 
an hypotheſis of blundering philoſophy which 
re equally rejects the Unity of GOD, or juſtifies 
Deiſm and abſolute Atheiſm. 


nt 

he i | 
0 In natural things there are, perhaps ten thou- 
a 7 ſand, plain fas, which all men believe, though 
At they cannot comprehend the mode of their exiſt- 
ft ence, Who can reſolve the artificial union of 
5 fire and iron in the ſame ſword? The nature 
of fire 1s different from the nature of iron, and 
oP the acts of them are diſtint. The iron cuts, the 
_ fire burns, and the effects diſtin; yet the agent 


en | is 


be thankful for thoſe celeſtial rays of divine 


Some, who think themſelves deeply learned 
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is but one ſword. This fact I believe ; i though 
it may be 1mpoſlible for me to diſcover the mau- 
ner how it is, of which I know nothing at all, 
Fire, light, and air, are triune, coexiſt, and are 


inſeparable. Each has peculiar properties; but 
the mode of their union ſtill remains a*ſecret, 


and is no more an object of faith than of the 
underſtanding. 


In like manner I acknowledge the ſubſtantial 


union of matter and ſpirit- the operation of the 
Holy Spirit on the human mind—the ſpiritual 
or myſtical union of believers with GOD - the 


hy poſtatical union of the Godhead. and manhood 
of Chriſt— the eſſential union of Three Perſons 
in the Godhead—as well as the unity ard omni- 
preſence of GOD: though the manner tran- 
ſcends our deepeſt reſearches. Theſe ſacred trushs 
are revealed in the Scriptures: they are not re- 
pugnant to reaſon: and therefore I dare not 
withhold my aſſent to them, | 


Let thoſe, who ſuppoſe it ſo eaſy to compre- 


hend the myſtery of redemption, and the nature 


of the Trinity, try the extent of their under- 
ſtandings with ſome natural difficulty, before 
they preſume to decide upon ſpiritual and 
eternal ſubjects, left they hazard their repu- 
tation by vilifying what is beyond their com- 
prehenfion. One difficulty, out of a thouſand, 
I beg leave to recite, Phyſicians inform us that 

| | « for 
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e for animal life, it is neceſſary the heart ſend 
out blood to the brain for the formation or pre- 


paration of animal ſpirits, which are abſolutely 
neceſſary for muſcular motion and the circu- 
lation of the animal fluid. But the heart cannot 
emit this ſupply, till it receive ſpirits elaborated 
from the brain, to contract its muſcular fibres, 
in order to impreſs the primary motion on the 
living ſtream.” Here are evidently rev different 
and mutually dependent principles, which muit 
each be the firſt moveren the production of animal 
life; though it ſeems impoſſible, Who then will 
reſolve us this arcanum? But that GOD is, in 
himſelf, abſolutely incomprehenſible to us, is a 
neceſſary effect of our infinite diſtance from him. 
We can*) more comprehend how GOD is at all, 
than how Three Perſons exiſt in one Eſſence, He 
mud be infinite that can perfectly comprehend 
what is infinite. ' Our conceptions of him are 
formed-as he externally repreſents himſelf to us, 
and by the notions. which are engendered in us 
by the effects of his PRI Pſ. -xix. 1. 


Rom. i. 21. 


If incomprehenſibility has been frequently 
<< urged for the defence of tranſubſtantiation and 
e predeſtination; I would admit the doctrines, 


if there were no other objections againſt them. 


When a Papiſt requires my belief in his doctrine 
of tranſubſtantiation; and declares the myſtery 
of it can be no objection; becauſe the doctrine 
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of the Trinity i is equally myſterious ; I deny it, 
not becauſe of its incomprehenſibility only, but 
becauſe it contradifts my ſenſes, as well as my 
reaſon. The doQrine of the Trinity contradicts 
neither my ſenſes nor reaſon, any more than in- 
tellection, volition, and power; or that under- 
ſtanding, will, and affections, which are three, 
conſtitute one human mind. 


And when a Calviniſt requires my aſſent to the 
doctrine of abſolute predeſtination ; and aſlerts, 
the doctrine of the Trinity is equally incom- 
prehenſible; and that if my faith can receive one 
it may the other. My reply is, in the language 
of the XVII. Article,“ The godly,” and con- 
ſequently, the ſcriptural, e conſideratic“ LF pre- 
deſtination and election in Chriſt is full of ſweet, 
_ pleaſant, and unſpeakable comfort to godly per- 
ſons,*” as is declared by our Lord, in Matt. 
xx. 16. St. Paul, Rom. viii. 29. St. Peter, 
1 Epiſt. ch. ii. 9. and by St. James, ch. ii. 5. 
My duty therefore is to believe and defend it. 
But the ungodly and unſcriptural conſideration . 
of it, ſo prevalent in this and paſt ages, is dan- 
gerous, whereby the devil doth thruſt men 
either into deſperation, or into wretchleſſneſs of 
moſt unclean living :” and therefore ought to be 
rejected with abhorrence. 

In Sect. VIII. My Opponent, acknowledging 
chere 1s ©* mn + in GOD but what is GOD,“ 

interrogates 


gates 2 ue. . 1 


; * 


WT 9 6 


37 


+ 


| L 
interrogates «© what conſequences I draw from 
„e this poſition?” Then anſwers himſelf, a 
«© moſt abſurd one indeed— no leſs than a diſ- 
„ tinction in what is homogeneous and e e 
5 ledged to be infinitely and abſolutely one. 
But here is a little miſtake, I did not draw the 
concluſion from any ſuch premiſes. Let him 
review that part of my Sermon, and he will per- 
ceive the premiſes ſtand thus: GOD is an eternal 
mind, free from all compoſition of matter. But 
an eternal mind muſt*have in it, from everlaſting 
a notion or conception of itſelf, which the 
ſe bool. men have termed verbum mentis, the word of 
the mind: “ and the following conſequence I 
drew fr»m theſe premiſes; now this word, 
notion. 7 conception of itſelf, cannot be in 
GO! 5 in us a tranſient accident: for then 
the Dine Nature would be compounded of 
ſubſtance and accident, contrary to its ſfim- 
plicity. It muſt therefore be a ſubflantial ſub- 
fiſting word, not divided yet diſtinct from the 
eternal Mind, from whence it proceeds.” Yet 
he continues his miſtake by aſſerting that I draw 
his conſequence ** by dividing the eternal Mind 
into two diſtin& Eſſences, whereof the mind is 
ſuppoſed to be one, and its conception or notion 
of itſelf another.” But this diviſion of Eſſences 
T have left to E. S. who admits three eſſences 
to conſtitute one individual Eſſence :*” as ob- 
ſerved before. And to my Objector who 1 
The eſſence of mind conſiſts in thought: 
C2 | which, 


28 J 

which, if I apprehend him properly, means, 
thought is the efſence of the mind. From 
whence it follows, that he who has no thought 
has no effence: becauſe the eſſence of mind 
conſiſts in thought. A perſon in an apopleQic 
fit has no thought: therefore a perſon in an 
apoplectic fit has no eſſence of mind. For he 
is deſtitute of that wherein the eſſence of mind 
confiſts, Upon this poſition, a child has no 
_ eſſence of mind before it is able to think. When 
our thoughts are good or evil, our effence is good 
or evil. When our thoughts are changed, or 
communicated by letter or ſpeech, our eſſence 1s 
changed, or communicated by letter or ſpeech. 
And when they wander through Eaton, Aſia, 
Africa and America, our eſſence van * 
thoſe diſtant climes. EN 


| Farther, when a man has a multitude of 
thoughts he has a multitude of eſſences: for, if 
the efence of mind conſiſts in thought,”” every 
individual thought muſt be an eſſence. Will it 
not follow, that a man will have as many eſſences 
as he has thoughts! ? If theſe conſequences do not 
naturally flow from my Opponent's doctrine of 
cogitations, I ſhould be glad he would explain 
nn : F | 


THOUGHT is the effect or operation, not the 


eſſence, of the mind. Some metaphyſicians think 
that a pure ſpirit does not reaſon at all. It knows 
indeed ; 


Wind ns) We 

2D CY 1 

3 7 
9 * 1 


. — av 2 * A 1 = * 
n 275 S cage 
2 — Ip 65 y l b E WAS n oo DN fo fn o 
S_— „ „ Xo! 2 by Turf 22 ” 


r 
5 4 8 
. 


0 
2 


2 Tons 


r e 

<a EIN OR. SCN 9 r N. 
IPO FOIA rn SA 1 

(<0 : ALE A N — 


2 Ss 


RR 3 © = © - OC A. - 


5 


* 


1 29 ] 


indeed; but we cannot tell how. Thinking, 
the property of an embodied ſpirit, requires the 


concurrence of material organs, and accordingly 
is performed to more or leſs advantage, as 
theſe are better or worſe diſpoſed. They are ſoon 
relaxed by thought and attention, and muſt be 
conſtantly wound up anew by reſt or ſleep. A 
diſtemper puts the whole machine out of frame, 
and turns ſober thinking into madneſs. We 
ſhould never be tired with long continued think- 


ing, if the pure ſpiri could reaſon independently 
of all material organs, The ſoul is wholly un- 


active, and cannot form one thought till it re- 


ceives ſome ideas of fenſation. The mind, inde- 


pendent of all ſenſation, cannot form one idea 
of 36 object without the preſence or 
: impr Hon of that object. | | 


A ſimple view of the ideas of ſenſation, as they 
lie in the memory, logicians have rightly termed 
imple apprehenſion ; but they generally confound 
it with pure ſenſation. Whereas in ſimple appre- 
henſion the mind is often active; but in ſenſation 
it is always paſſive. By ſenſation the mind re- 

ceives ideas; by ſimple apprehenſion ſhe ſurveys 
thoſe already received. And as ſimple apprehen- 
ſion preſuppoſes ſenſation, it is always ſubſequent 
to it: and therefore my Opponent juſtly obſerves, 
though obſcurely expreſſed, Who can think 
without a conception of himſelf that he exiſts; 
if he means, who is able to form a thought of 
| | C3 any 
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any kind unleſs he have a conception, or an 
apprehenſion which has been preceded by ſenſa- 
tion. But it is eaſy to think upon many ſubjects 
without having at the ſame inſtant a conception 
of one's ſelf, and of having a conception that one 
exiſts, I have, for ſome time, been thinking 


upon the ſubje@ of which I have been writing, 


but cannot recolleQ having had, in all or any 


Part of the time, a particular thought or concep- 


tion of myſelf, or of my exiſtence. Though I 


was capable of turning my attention that way. 


It was ſufficient" to anſwer the objections raiſed 
againſt my Sermon, I can think of one thing 
without thinking of another ; conſequently wa 
out thinking of myſelf, or my exiſtence. 


The Carteſians, whoſe opinion: 5 Up nent 
embraces, make thinking to be the ellonce* of 
the ſoul. But is not this principle erroneous ? 
Is thinking more eſſential to the ſoul than willing ? 
That which the ſoul may be without, cannot be 
its efſence. But I can conceive that a ſoul 
may exiſt without thinking: and therefore think- 
ing cannot be its eſſence. : 


There are three forts of minds. The mind of 


: GOD, the mind of Angels, and the human ſoul. 


A thinking being muſt be either finite or infinite. 
If infinite, it is GOD. If finite, it is either 
joined to a body or not; if not, it is an angel; 

if to a hun body, it is a ol: which by think- 


ing 


* 1 

ing is diſtinguiſhed from body; and by reaſon- 
ing from GOD and Angels, who are ſuppoſed 
to know things intuitively, without the ms ob 
deduction and diſcourſe. 


1 


Mr. Locke has well obſerved that, when the 
mind turns its view inward upon itſelf, the firſt 
idea that offers is thinking; wherein it obſerves 
a great variety of modifications, and thereof 
frames to itſelf diſtin ideas. Thus the per- 
ception annexed to 4ny impreflion on the body, 
made by an object, is called ſenſation. When an 
idea occurs without the preſence of the object, 
it is called remembrance. When ſought after 
by the wiod and brought into view, it is recol- 
lection * hen held there long under con- 
fide» . = is contemplation. And when ideas 
flo: „ the mind without regard or reflection, 
it 13 called revery. When they are taken 
expreſs notice of, and, as it were, regiſtered 
in the memory, it 1s attention. And when the 
mind fixes its view on any one idea, and eon- 
ſiders it on all fides, it is udy and attention. 
Query, is any one of thefe the eſſence of the 
mind ? or are all of n put together ? 


From the whole, as a thing cannot produce it- 
ſelf, its own being or eſſence, neither can 
thoughts be the eſſence of the mind. The mind 
can produce its thoughts; but, if they were its 
eſſence, it would produce itſelf, its own eſſence : 

which 


„ ‚ 
which is as 1 as to create itſelf. When my 
Opponent has proved that a mind can produce 
its own eſſence, he will have proved that ** the 
eſſence of mind conſiſts in thought.“ 
But here his ideas ſeem confuſed. He flies, 
from what is immutable and permanent, to what 
is variable, accidental, and tranſient; from the 
ſubje& to the act; from the eſſence to the ope- 
ration; from the mind to the thought of the 
mind, He therefore ſpeaks the more properly 
of an *©* inftance of thought,“ as the production 
of the mind inſtead of its eſſence. Every 
« inſtance of thought, without ſuch a elf 
5e conſciouſneſs ; ** by which phraſe, I ſuppoſe, 
he means, without a capability of ref upon 
one's own exiſtence: ** which can ted 
jn finite minds, would only be a Pf po ng 
be perfection.“ This is the argument I advanced 
in my Sermon: and it proves that ſuch © a con- 
ception, and ſelf-conſcionſneſs” is much more in 
the Divine Being than in us: for every example 
of thought in him without being able to conceive 
of himſelf, or without ſelf-conſciouſneſs, ©** can- 
not be aicribed to the infinitely perfect mind :” 
and therefore 1 infer a diſtinction in the Godhead. 
For this notion, conception of itſelf, or verbum 
mentis, word of the mind, cannot be in GOD, as 
it is in us, a tranſient accident, for then the 
Divine Nature would be compounded of ſub- 
ſtance and accident, contrary to its ſimplicity. 
| It 


* 
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It muſt therefore be a ubtantial ſubſiſting, and 
I might have added, an eſſential - ard, not 
divided, yet diſtin from the eternal Mind from 
whence it proceeds.” Serm. p. 8. ſecond edit. 
And, to keep as nearly as poſſible to ſcriptural ex- 
preſſions, I made uſe of a phraſe much like the 
words of St. John, ch. i. 1. The Word was GOD 
— The Word was with GOD — The Word was 
made Fleſh, and dwelt among us: which my 
Objector takes no notice of. But adds, “yet upon 
ce this ſuppoſition, ”” to wit, having an inſtance | 
of thought without ſelf-conſciouſneſs, © which | 1S 


„includes ſuch a ſtate of imperfection in the ö 5 { 
«« Deity, he has introduced the j jargon of what has i” 
eb -/!2] ſchool-divinity.” But ſuch a ſup- : 3 
me! made by my Opponent, and not by | | 4 
5 2x oppoſite is my argument, I ſaid, 18 


zal mind muſt have in it, from ever. 2 1 
laſting, a notion, or conception of itſelf: and 3 ; 
therefore I introduced the pertinent phraſe, 
which the ſchool-men have wiſely employed, 
but which he is pleaſed to call * the jargon of 
ſchool- divinity. ”” GOD is an eternal mind, 
which from everlaſting muſt have had a notion or 
conception of itſelf, And who denies it ? Not 
my Opponent: for after he has reaſoned againſt 
it, he acknowledges it. He diſlikes however, 
the words which the ſchool-authors have uſed to 
explain it. This they have called werbum men- 
tis, the word of the mind.“ Admirable expreſ- 
ſion! For GOD is an eternal mind; and there- ; 
fore 


2 
hs, 
———— — — W 
* 


"TOOL 


| fore the word of GOD is the word of the eternal 


mind. He replies; «© Now who but ſuch pro- 
«© found thinkers as the ſchool-men, can affix 
© any idea to what is neither predicable of GOD 
© nor man, though applied to both in this 
*© argument?“ But may not an idea be affixed 


to many things which are not predicable of GOD 


or man? Hail, rain, and ſnow are not properly 


predicable, of GOD or man; and uu we affix 
ideas to them, 


4 


School-divinity, like Plato's ſchool, has had 


its ſeveral ſtages: the ancient, middle, and new. 
_ The ancient began under Lanfrank, Archbiſhop 


of Canterbury, or more properly under Biſhop 
Lombard,“ maſter of the ſentences, an Lontinu- 
ed two hundred years, ending un 'A'bertus 


Magnus. The middle ſucceeded, and 1aiced 


about one hundred years, to the time of 'Thomas 
Aquinas, during which time the peripatetic phi- 
loſophy was raiſed to its utmoſt reputation. The 
new began under Durandus. After his time the 


ſchools were principally occupied in frivolous 


' queſtions, and needleſs ſpeculations, which 
cauſed the ſchool- divinity to be diſregarded, and 


rendered almoſt n 
; But 


— 


2 In the firſt book of his ſentences, he ſays, © The Father 


and the Son are. one, not by confuſion of perſons, but by 
unity of nature, as St. John teaches.” 1. Ep. ch. v. 7. A 


good reaſon why my Opponent ſhould not admire fchool- 
divinity ! 


(WF: 8 
But truth is great however deſpiſed. And it 
is well known that ſchool-terms have been, and 
ſtill are univerſally received, owned, and made 
uſe of, in all matters of ſcholaſtic controverſy, 
throughout the world. There is no art, ſcience, 
or profeſſion whatever, but has peculiar words 
and terms appropriated to it: by which thoſe, , 
who are ſkilful therein, expreſs their notions and | 
conceptions belonging to it. fe 
It may not be amiſs to- aſk, whether the com- 
munity of the world and philoſophers conſider the 
ſame things after the ſame manner? If they 
do not, whether they can or ought to ſpeak 
of them in the ſame mannner? Men com- 
mo.. chend things only as they appear to 
the. 1 as long as reaſon refines upon 
the reports of the ſenſes, which is the proper 
office of philoſophy, it will form to itſelf ſeveral 
diſtin conceptions of the ſame things: and ac- 
cordingly it muſt produce different terms, or 
words, by which it may expreſs thoſe different 
conceptions, This gave riſe to philoſophical 
phraſes and metaphyſical diſtinctions, which ſeem 
to offend my Objector. But ſober and learned 
men will always approve of ſuch a wiſe procedure. 
For as long as there is ambiguity in the words 
made uſe of, it will be. impoſlible to diſcourſe 
exactly and ſcientifically of the nature of things, 
without exhibiting the different ſignifications of 
the words appropriated to thoſe things. | 


Many 


— 1 360 
Many able writers have not thought themſelves 
unprofitably employed in defending the inge. 


nious ſchool-authors, Albertus Magnus, Thomas oh 

Aquinas, ' Scotus, Durandus, Suarez, Eſtius, the 
Valentia, and others. Picus wrote to his friend oy 
Hermolaus Barbarus, a diſcourſe_in defence of 46 6 

them and their terms. And our excellent church Ti 

is not aſhamed- of them, in her XIII. Article, 4 4 
where ſhe quotes one of their phraſes. And, 3 
though I deny not that there is ſome refuſe in 918 

their works, I would diſtinguiſh what is valu- had 

able in them from what is uſeleſs and ſuperfluous, | tell; 

Hence I adopted the term werbum mentis, as the: 
expreſſive or my ſentiment. SO exp) 

1 and 

Yet I cannot think that the e 15 _ 

the firit who adopted the expreſſion. We n 81 

the ancient Fathers convey the - Wy den with 

nearly the ſame words. GOD did not lend and 


forth his Word, ſays Tertullian, till he had «G 
_ conſidered it within himſelf; filently thinking of 6 
ver and diſpoſing what was by and * to be de- 
cared by the Word. nds cond; 


5 St. John thought the Word was predicable of WW... 
the eternal Mind, when he called the Lord, ie fs 
The of the 


Heus nondum Sermonem ſuum lus. proinde eum cum 
ipſa & in ipſa ratione intra ſemetipſum habebat, tacitè cogi- 83 
tando & diſponendo ſecum, quæ per Sermonem mox erat 
dicturus. Tertull, adv, Praxean. Cap. V. 


Y 0 2 , : 2 13 Abe 
a e — X e * — — 


pn” « mes 1 
z ag par oe n 4 bt ee ee RIES 
ps} 7 ” : 9 oe ne G 92 * * S * Won "I 
8 oo Sits the. O . 5 Fe 8 3 « - F Pp 4 1 


17 8 
cc The Word“ which was GOD, and which 
was with GOD.” And my Objector predi- 
cates exaQly the ſame idea, when he terms him, 
the ſubſtantial ſubſiſting word of GOD. Why then 
does he affirm, ** The terms. verbum mentis can 
« convey no idea that ve can form, unleſs it be 
© of a word unexpreſſed, which is no word at 
* all?” The Evangeliſt, whom Jeſus peculiarly 
loved? and who drank from the breaſts of his 


Saviour the ſtreams of wiſdom and knowledge, 


had formed the idea, and conveys it to in- 
telligent minds, in declaring, ** The Word, 
the Son of GOD, was. with GOD,“ and was 
expreſſed ſo clearly as to be “ made fleſh,” 
and to dwell among us. John i. 14. 


— 


St Faul coic14 4 an idea of the Word 


with GoD, or the Word of the eternal mind, 


and expreſs: to the Romans, ch. viii. 3. that 


« GOD hath ſent his own Son in the likeneſs 
of ſinful fleſh, and*” by appointing him to be 
a real ſacrifice” * to make expiation ** for ſin, 
condemned ſin in the fleſh.” And, writing 
to the Philippians, he tells them that He, 
whom St. John calls the Word wir EH GOD, 
** made himſelf of no reputation, and“ inſtead 
of the ſplendours which he wore as the ſovereign 
of —— he took upon him the ” humble 


1 


2 duapria frequently 6gnifes a ſacrifice for fin, Heb, x, 6. 


2 Cor, v. ult. | 
D cc form 
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% form of a ſervant, and was made in the like. 
neſs of men,”” which would have been an aftoniſh. 
ing ſtoop had he appeared in the pomp of the 
greateſt monarch. For, being long before 
his appearance in human fleſh, ** in the form 
of GOD,” and having been from eternal ages 
poſſeſſed of Divine perfections and glories, ** he 
thought it not robbery?” and uſurpation * to 
be equal to?” and appear as GOD,” bearing 
the higheſt ſacred names, titles, and attributes, 
by which the Supreme Being has made himſelf 
known, and receiving from his ſervants divine 
honours and adorations. And”? yet this con- 
deſcenſion to the form of a ſervant did not 
ſuffice him: for * being found in faſhion a 
a man, he humbled himſelf”? fill farther, © and 
became obedient unto death ;*”” and indeed to 
no gentle and common kind of diſſolution, but 
to the ignominious as well as painful << * of 


the Croſs. 

| anc 

The Apoſtle, never tired with the glorious wh 
idea of the word with GOD, introduces the " 
Epiſtle to the Hebrews, ſaying, GOD hau ** 
ſpoken unto us by his Son, ' even that illuſtrious dif 
perſon *©* whom he hath appointed the heir of PET 
all things. By whom alſo,” and in reference 0 
to whoſe honour, * he. made the worlds,“ we 
created all things, and conſtituted the diſpen- = 


ſations of the Church, Even by that great 
EMAaNUEL whom we muſt know, love, and fron 
| | '. > adore} 


1 
adore; ; and „ who is the brightneſs,” the 
beamings forth, and effulgent ray of the Fa- 
ther's glory, and the expreſs image, likeneſs, 
ſtamp, character, and delineation ** of his Per- 
ſon?? and ſubſiſtence, 


Thus do the Apoſtles St. John and St. Paul 
repreſent the woRD or THE' ETERNAL MEND: 
and declare how it is expre/ed in an exact de- 
lineation, and in a living indelible character. 


We may now -perceive the impropriety of 
aſking, © Muſt a non-entity then be palmed 
« upon us for the ſubſtantial, ſelf-ſubſiſting, ?? 
I called it. ing, Word of GOD, who 
© ſpakeyg and it was done??? It has been already 
provsd, that verbum mentis, the word of the mind, 
is ſo far from being a non- entity,“ that it is 
what the Evangeliſt calls, the word wiTa GOD, 
and the ſame divine perſon in the ſacred Trinity, 
which my Opponent has agreed with me in 
terming, the $UB5TANTIAL SUBSI5TING WORD 
or GOD: and therefore muſt conſtitute a 
diſtinction in the Godhead, and be another 
perſon diſtin, . though not ſeparate, from the 
Father. And not as he ambiguouſly expreſſes 
it, * The avord which was, and is GOD, who 
made all things, ſhould be accounted another 
and diſtin& perſon from the word ;** had he ſaid 

from the Father, he would have been underſtood. 
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I ſhall now attend to the appellation, in Iſa. d 

ix. 6. recommended to my ſerious conſideration: Fa 

though in Rem. p. 23. it is acknowledged 1 es 

have already conſidered it in the Sermon, p. 16. fat 

| | | That the words, „ everlaſting Father“ — or = 
| TY !3N- abi-guad, the Father of Eternity, Apper- 6 
18 tain, to the Lord. Jeſus Chriſt. is evident from in 
| (| Luke, i. 31, 32, 33. Therefore, 1. If:he-is the un! 
1 Author or Father of eternity, he muſt himſelf 41 
be eternal. 2. The appellation neither ſubverts ob; 

the doctrine of the Trinity, nor confounds the lie\ 


perſons: for though, Chriſt is ſaid to be the hn 
Author of eternal Salvation, Heb, v. 5. it cannot 


be as man only, either in the miniſtration of it, 
or in his being its origin. 3: There, was a wil 
miniſtration of ſalvation. under the Old Teęſta- WOI 
ment, which he could not adminiſter as man, 880 
becauſe he did not then exiſt in human nature. 4. 9 
When it is acknowledged, that the Son of GOD laſt 
is of the ſame divine nature, eſſential with the 
[ | Father, the appellation will have relation to T 
him, not per/onally, but, as he is, eſſentially as ( 


GOD. And his being called ſo, proves. his crea 
Unity of Eſſence eternally with the Father. 5. men 
He is the Father of all creation. By him 
were all things created.” Col. i. 16. Heis Joh. 


W - «© The firſt and the laſt—the Alpha and Omega T 
|. — The ſame yeſterday, to day and for ever.” dec! 
| Rev. i. 18. Heb. xiii. 8. Chriſt is never ſtyled men 


the Father of GOD the Father. But GOD is 
| called 


I 
— 1 
3 


— * 


| ( 4 ] . 

called “ the Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt.“ 
6. Chriſt may be called ſo, becauſe in him 
dwells all the fulneſs of the Godhead bodily.” 
Col. ii. 9. In him the whole fulneſs of Deity 
ſubſtantially dwells. The fulneſs of the divine 
nature, or efſence of GOD, dwells in the perſon 
of Jeſus Chriſt. Therefore, he ſays, John, . 3. 
« Ye, may know and believe that the Father is 
in me, and I in him,” by ſuch an intimate 
union as abundantly juſtifies my formerly ſaying, 
« ] and mx Father are one.” This he repeats, 
ch. xiv. 10, 11. in his anſwer to Philip: * be- 
lieveſt thou not, that I am in the Father and 
the Father in me?“ 


* 


Laſtly, if none of the above interpretations 
will ſatisfy my Opponent, let him conſider the 
words as tranſlated by the learned and judi- 
cious Dr. Lowth, the preſent Biſhop of London; 
“The mighty GOD, the Father of the ever- 
laſting age, the Prince of peace.” 


This may be the literal and true tranſlation : 


as every diſpenſation of mercy and peace, in 


creation, redemption, ſanctification, and judg- 
ment, is conſidered as deſcending from the Lord 


Jeſus. Grace and truth came by Jeſus Chriſt.“ 
John 1. 16. | 


The ninth Section, conſiſting chiefly of poſitive 
declarations, requires me to expreſs my ſenti- 


ments in nearly the ſame language. 
uf D 3 02M 


== 


—— — — 0 2 
6, . a bo 
* F 8 S's r b nk - bY 2 4 * 
" 22 5 4 
n - 2 - I 


4 
: 
: 


* 
-—= Ra 2 3 * De Br {> IH. - KITE EY > 


— = 


I FC OS MW go, 
— oo 


8 


ED 


A vo ge: 


I” 2p; E "YI n 
— ER 


Ede x 


e 


( 42 J 
It appears, from all the attributes of the Deity | 
aſcribed to Chriſt, that there are diQin& perſons 
in the Godhead, and the three characters of 
Creator, Redeemer, and Comforter, are united 
in the Lord our Saviour, who is acknowledged 
by all true Chriſtians to be GOD and Man: 
and as the author of the Sermon had this three- 
1 fold character in- view, in his criticiſm upon 
199 ELonim, he is right; his enemies themſelves 
[ being judges: for the glorious Trinity of Father, 
1 Son, and Holy Ghoſt, can admit of three per- 
| fonal characters in one ſimple eſſence, and the 
: | whole eſſence may well be conceived to exiſt in 
3h the Lord Jeſus Chriſt: there 15 no more reaſon 
1 to deny three perſons in the Godhead, than to 
1 deny that two perſons might have been concerned 
| in the joint offices of king and prieſt, exerciſed by 
3 Melchiſedec; or three perſons, as David, Za- 
| dock, and Gad, in the character of king, prieſt, 
and prophet, which David ſometimes exerciſed 
alone. Theſe three characters are aſcribed to 
the Meſſiah, both by Jews and Chriſtians, St. 
Jerome ſays; Ne miretur ſi idem et Princeps eſt 
& Sacerdos, &c. Comm. in Ezek. 46. Let 


not the reader wonder if he find the ſame to be _ 
the Prince and the Prieſt, the bullock, ram, and 
5 . . Co! 
lamb; for in the ſacred Scriptures, on variety wy 
of cauſes, we find him called Lord, GOD, and Jar 
| Man; the prophet, rod, root and flower; the Ot 
| . TOs" and _— King; righteouſ- Flat 


neſs, 


T {7445} 

neſs, the Apoſtle and Biſhop, the arm and ſer- ; 
vant of GOD, the Angel; Shepherd, Son, the 
only-begotten, the firſt- begotten, and ſundry; 
other things.“ “ 


— 


In the tenth Section, my Opponent ſpeaks 
out, and declares, a Trinity of Perſons is there- 
« fore an abſurdity in terms; and the belief of . 
« this doctrine is an impoſition upon Chriſtians 
«© unknown in the apoſtolic age, and unwar- 
« ranted by the Scriptures.” A repetition this & 
not unuſual with this author; but which has 
already been diſproved from the words of Baron 
8—, as well as from the Scriptures ; yet he ven- 
tures, to affirm, © Of which we may, be con- 
c vinced, by this author's criticiſm upon the 
% Hebrew word panay, to which he affixes a 
« ſenſe only found in zo paſſages of our Engliſh 
« Bible, where it is rendered perſon.” 
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Here I might uſe a little ſeverity ; but I for- 
bear, The firſt time, I think, the word Perſon 


* Ennodius, in natalem Papz Epiphanii, has turned this. 
paſſage into verſe, L 


Corda domat, qui cuncta videt, quem cuncta tremiſcunt 
Fons, via, dextra, lapis, vitulus, leo, lucifer, agnus; 
Janua, ſpes, virtus, verbum, ſapientia, vates ; 

Oftia, virgultum, paſtor, mors, rete, columba, 
Flamma, gigas, aquila, ſponſus, patientia, nervus, 
Filius, excelſus, Dominus, Deus; omnia Chriſtus, 


OCCurs 


1 A 


* 


. 

occurs in the Engliſh Tranſlation, when its ori- 
ginal word is Panay and the Greek Proſopon, is 
in Lev. xix. 15. The Lord ſaid, Thou ſhalt 
not reſpe& 57-»3D peney-dal, the Perſon of the 
poor, nor honour 5»73"93D penecy-gadel, the Perſon 
of the mighty; in righteouſneſs ſhalt thou judge 
thy neighbour.” In this ſingle verſe the word 
peney, or panay in a different conſtruction, occurs 
twice; and both times is tranſlated Perſon in 
our Engliſh Bible: and is of the ſame import as 
neighbour in the latter clauſe of the verſe. 


_ == The third time it occurs is in Deut. i. 17. 
11 The fourth time in Dent. x. 17. Jenovan 
210 your ELonim regardeth not D fanim Per- 
ſons,” whether Jews or Gentiles, but deals juſtly 
with all men: ſo that whoſoever loves, fears, 
and obeys him ſhall be accepted; but all incor- 
rigible tranſgreſſors ſhall be ſeverely puniſhed, 
To ſhow that the Tranſlators of the Bible con- 
ſidered the word Panim, in this verſe, to be of 
the ſame ſignification, not with face only, but 
the whole Perſon or man, they have tranſlated 
b nepheſh, and in Greek 4YJuxais, the Soul, by 
the word Perſon in verſe 22. It occurs again in 
Deut. xxviii. 5. A nation of a fierce coun- 


tenance, which ſhall not regard 22D panim, ihe PA 

: Perſons of the old.“ Job 3 
| ; | ledge 

In 1 Sam. xxv. 35. David ſaid to Abigail, Bible 

© I have hearkened to thy voice, and have ac- Plant 


| — 


IL 4 ] 
cepted, D panayich, thy Perſon.” And to 
ſhow it is not merely the face or countenance 
which is meant, the ſame expreſſion is uſed in 
2 Sam. xiv. 14. by a different word, which ge- 
nerally ſignifies the ſoul. Neither doth GOD 
reſpect any perſon :*” wh3 nepheſb Soul. A ſeventh 
time it occurs is in 2 Sam, xvii. 11. That 
thou go to battle in 43D) «pancycha,. thy own 
Perſon.” Doubtleſs many more parts of the 
ſacred Writings may have the word Panay tran- 
ſlated Perſon, had I time to examine my Hebrew 


Bible. 


One other I recollect is in Jer. lii. 23. Nebu- 
zar-adan * took out of the city an eunuch, 
which had the charge of the men of war, and 
ſeventy men of them that were near oh 
peney-hammelech, the king's Perſon,” And ſhould 
the words be tranſlated, as they will bear, 
« ſeventy men of them who ſaw. the king's face: 
it would only. prove that the Hebrews uſed the 
word Face to denote the perſon, As they have not 
2 more ſigniſicant word, by . they can ex- 


preſs the _— 


PAx IM, in the other two paſſages cited S of 
Job xxxiv. 19. and Prov, xxiv. 23. is acknow- 
ledged to be rendered facies, in the Plantine 
Bible, that is, the Bible printed at Antwerp by 
Plantin. That in Proverbs thus: : ene 

* Facies 


; „ 
facies in judicio non bonum It is not good to know 
faces in judgment.“ I admit the tranſlation : 


eſpecially as faces and perſons are frequently uſed 


in the ſame ſenſe. Thus perſons are ſubſtituted 
for faces in accommodation to our idiom: and, 
in my opinion, equally as ſignificant in the pre- 
ſent circumſtance as the original word. For as 
every judge may not be a good phyſiognomiſt, he 
may be induced to favour perſons by other mo- 
tives than looking in their faces, or knowing 
them as acquaintances, He may favour them 
becauſe of their wealth, learning, relations, and 
other qualifications, or accidents which are in- 
cluded in perſon. I therefore give the prefer- 
ence to our Engliſh tranſlation, And though 
the tranſlation of the Bible in the reign of king 
Juks comes not up to a perfect ſtandard, I 
believe it is the beſt, whether in Chaldee, Syriac, 
Latin, French, Daniſh or Engliſh. , 


If the author of Remarks ſuppoſes the word 


perſon, which was principally appropriated to 


* charaGers in the drama, has the ſame ſignifi- 
cation as character, why ſhould he quarrel with 
me for uſing the former inſtead of the latter? If 
he means by characters what the Church of 
England means by perſons, there is an end to the 
diſpute, except about an harmleſs word. 


There is ſcarce a word occurs in Hebrew where 
<< the ſenſe is more invariably fixed than that of 
«© panay. This haſty aſſertion I ſhall call in- 

queſtion. 


1 


{oi 


E 

queſtion. It occurs in the firſt chapter of 
5 Geneſis ſeveral times — Theſe expreſſions, ſig- 
e nifying the face of the deep, the waters, and 
** the earth are the immediate literal ſenſe of 
© 5anay.”” Here my Opponent hurries on from 
one error to another, I muſt beg leave to inform 
him that Face employed in the phraſes, ** face of 
the deep, face of the waters, face of the earth,“ 
does not expreſs the immediate literal ſenſe”? 
of the Engliſh word face, or of the Hebrew word 
fanay; but is uſed figuratively, or metaphori- 
cally. The literal ſenſe of the word face is ſim- 
ply vhat part of the body ſometimes called the 
viſage or forepart of the head, conſiſting of differ- 
ent parts, of which no man needs information. 
But who will ſay that the deep, the waters, and the 
earth have LITERALLY a face to which ſuch parts 
are appropriated? If they have not, then face as 
applied to them, muſt be uſed riGuRaTIVELY, 
inſtead of ſurface, top, external appearance, or 
the viſible parts of the deep, the waters, and 
the earth; and not the face /iterally, any more 
than head, back, hands, or feet. And when it 
is proved that face ſignifies LITERALLY the ex- 
ternal appearance of the head and back, it will 
as eaſily be proved that face is taken LITERALLY 

in Gen, 1. 2. | 
Face frequently means the looks, the counte- 
nance, condition, ſtate of affairs, the body, the 


ſoul, the whole man, &c. It is uſed differently 
in 
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in architecture, e 0 politics, fortification, 


and other arts and ſciences. There is ſcarcely 
a word more variable in its ſignification. 


- 
— 


The Hebrew word t2593D panin, or in regimen 
panay, is employed in almoſt every ſenſe that 
Face can be uſed in. It ſignifies zhe parts that turn, 
or are turned; and as the face turns both to the 
right and to the left, it is frequently in the 
plural when face or forepart is meant. The word 
looks is uſed in the plural for the ſame reaſon. 
Mr. PARK HURSs T, in his Hebrew Lexicon, ob- 
ſerves, it is often uſed in the plural for the face 
of man, and ſometimes for that of a brute, plainly 
on account of the ſeveral profiles of which they 
conſiſt, and which look different ways. Some- 


times panim means ſeveral or many faces. 


The face, ſays Mr. BAE, in his Critica 
Hebræa, is the principal part of a man, and ſo 


often ſtands for his PERSON: and is applied to 


Je HO VAR both for his preſence and for HIMSELF. 
And as there are more per/ons than one in Jehovah, 
it may he either Jehovah himſelf, or one or more 
of thoſe per ons. That chicanery of Dr. Sharp, 
on this head is eaſily confuted; the word neither 


ſignifying, per /e, the face or the per/or of a man, 


though ſometimes both; nor is it, per ſe, the per- 


ſon of Jehovah, though ſometimes it is. And ſo 


it may be one or more of the- perſons of the Holy 


OS) ; not becauſe the *word is plural, but be- 
cauſe 


to 
paſs 
ther 
the 

and 

from 
unde 
perſ 
For 
ſulti 
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cauſe the FACE is PERSON Or owes SELF. 
And as there "are no words in human lauguage 
capable of giving a full deſcription of the Un- 
ſcarchable, it is uſed figuratively for cha 
Divine Preſenc- in the Pſalins, and the hiſtorical 
parts of the word, where the tabernac.e and the 


ark are mentioned, before the Lord, in the pre- 


ſence of the Lord, &c.” 


cc Suppoſe panim ſhould imply perſons, to ſuit 
e this author's notion of a perſonal individuality 
« in Jehovah, it will by the ſame conſequence 
cc rs a dividuality of perſons in Moſes.“ 


To his ingenious remark I anſwer : 1. There 
is a difference between implying and proving. 
2. Should it prove a dividuality of perſons in 
Moſes, it would not even imply THREE ESSENCES 
in him: the doctrine which the illuminated 
E. $.— inculcates, whoſe aſſertions, / according 
to ſome rules of my Opponent's logic, muſt 


paſs for proof. If the divinity of the Fa- 


ther had been conſidered as the Soul in man, 
the divine humanity as\ the body of that Soul, 


and the Holy Ghoft as the operation proceeding 


from both, in this caſe THREE ESSENCEs are 
underſtood as belonging to one and the ſame 
perſon *”** in GOD ; and conſequently in Moſes, 
For Moſes had body, ſoul, and operation re- 
ſulting from both. 3. I never produced Exod, 


* 


* 


® Univ, Theol, vol. I, 240, 1 
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Xxx3ii, 11. to prove or imply a dividuality 5 


perſons in the Deity ; any more chan in Mo: t 
Want of attention was certainly the cauſe of B 

my Opponent's miſtake. The text was quoted to * 
ſhew, 1. That the word perſon was ſcriptural : P 

2. That the ſame Hebrew word is rendered bock 11 
perſon, face, and preſence, in our tranſlation tl 

W 


of the Bible: and 3. That it might be rendered 
perſon with as much propriety as face or preſence pl 
in Exod. xxxiii. 11. To prove which, this text 
was mentioned, where the word Pauay occurs 
as applied to GOD: and which is rendered 
perſon in many parts of the holy Scriptures, 
Yet becauſe I fingled out only two ; Job. 'xxxiy, 
19. and Prov. xxiv. 23. my Opponent ventured \ 
to affirm, I had affixed a ſenſe only found 
in two paſſages of our Engliſh Bible; ** though 
ten have been already adduced : and, probably, 
more may be found upon a more accurate ex- 
> _  amination. Thus does he err not knowing the 
Scriptures. From whence may not the public 
judge of his theology and metaphyſics? 


But I have not yet done. Panay or panim, in 
the plural, when applied to GOD, may imply 
the Divine Perſons of the ſacred Trinity, without 
implying human perſons in Moſes. For as body, 
ſoul, and ſpirit, make but one perſon in Moſes, 
the word may be underſtood as a peculiar phraſe, 
putting the plural in lieu of the ſingular, Ex- 
amples of this kind have been already given in 
| | the 


* 


* ] 
the texts my Opponent quoted from Gen. i. 2. &c. 
But if the Scriptures declare more perſons than 


one in the Godhead, which has been ſufficiently _ 


proved, the word in the plural may be taken 
in its fulleſt ſignification when applied to GOD, 
though not when applied to man. Wiſdom, 
when applied to GOD is infinite; but, when ap- 


plied to man, is limited, Examples of which are | 


innumerible, 


Need J again ſay, that by per/ons in the Trinity, 
is not to be underſtood groſsly, either ſuch per- 
ſons as Peter, James, and John, or any kind 
of ſeparate Beings. This idea was cautiouſly 
guarded againſt in the Sermon, p. 11. Be- 
cauſe the holy Scriptures ſpeak of theſe three, ” 


Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, “ and diſtinguiſh 


them one from another, in a manner common 
ſpeech is uſed to diftinguiſh three ſeveral perſons, 
our Church has thought proper to call them three 
diſtin Perſons in the Divine Nature. Not 
intending to communicate the idea of three ſepa- 
rate Beings; but for want of a more pertinent 
word, by which the appellations, Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt might be expreſſed.” And 
the word perſon I prefer to character; becauſe, 
1. It is more frequently mentioned in Scrip- 
ture. 2. In the divine Trinity there are 
only Three Perſons; but there are many more 
characters than three, or three times three. Om- 
nipotence, omniſcience, omnipreſence ; infi- 
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nity, immenſity, eternity; creator, redeemer, the 
ſanctifier; leader, director, comforter; love, good- man 
neſs, truth, &c. are all characters of the Divine Ml Perf 
Being. Every diſtinct attribute is a diſtin cha- | poin 
racter. To ſingle out only three of theſe diſtin at. 
tributes, or characters, and call them GOD, would 6c 
have the appearance of dividing or annihilating Lau: 


the Godhead. If the Deity conſiſts of more cha. Hypo, 
rafters than three, a Trinity of characters is not ſubſt 


a term ſo proper for the Supreme Being, Father, efſenc, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, to*' be expreſſed by, as a | 


Trinity of Perſons, which more fully compre- TI 
hends what is revealed in the Scriptures concern- expl: 
ing him. 5 tried 
9 13 effect 
By this time it will be eaſily perceived how in an 
inſufficient the preceding premiſes are, to pro- rende 
duce the following concluſion: Upon the by 2 
«© whole, though he would willingly accom- that 
«© modate this paſſage,” Exod. xxxiii. 11. to Yes” 1 
«« ſupport his opinion,” of three Perſons in EE P 
the Godhead, as laid down in the incomparable 
liturgy of the Church of England, he has Th 
« choſen a word for his purpoſe which cannot 1 0 
« be wreſted, by all the art of criticiſm, from Socin 
its original meaning in the Hebrew text.“ well 
No honeſt man would ever wiſh to wreſt it. It 10 be 
has been obſerved before, that my Opponent «« xg 
has not declared what the original meaning is, « ef 


For, when he ſays it ſignifies literally the face, dee 
he propoſes an example taken from Gen. i. 2. to affirm 


ſhow it means the face in a figurative ſenſe, If 
the 


ON 5 

the literal ſenſe of face as applied to GOD or 
man be ſtill maintained by him, it implies the 
perſon, and conſequently he muſt yield up the 
point in debate. | 


« The Plantine Bible, the Vulgate, and 
Laurentius Valla”” rendering the Greek word 
Hypoftaſis, Heb. i. 3. -** Subſtantie ejus, his 


ſubſtance ;*? not bee N the perſon, but the 


Hence alſo. 


— 
2 


The Grecians and Latins differed in their 


explanations of Hypoſtaſis and Perſona. Athanaſius 


tried to compoſe the difference, and partly 
effected it, As Gregory of Nazianzen affirms 
in an oration concerning his praiſe. The Latins 
rendered HY POST ASIS by ſubſtantia, and per/ona 
by Tpoowroy PR OSO POR. St. Jerome complains 


that they required of him in the eaſt to confeſs 


tres hypoftaſes, and he would only acknowledge 
tres en non 


No perſonality can be affirmed of GOD but 
« as manifeſted in the human form.” This 
Socinian tenet robs Chriſt of his Divinity, as 
well as of exiſtence before his incarnation. But 
to be conſiſtent, how then can ** the Divine 
* Efſence or Subſtance well be conceived to exiſt 
before that manifeſtation ?*” Can it be con- 
ceived to exiſt without any form ? when the Baron 
atirms that Heaven conſiſts in innumerable 

EL EE | ſocieties, 
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ſocieties, and that every ſociety is Heaven in 
a leſſer form, and every Angel in its. leaſt form, 
That the univerſal Heaven in complex reſemble; 
one man as to its form — The Deity or Drvixe 
NATURE, as conſtituting Heaven, 1s alſo in , 
HUMAN FORM, AND that suck human FoRm 1; 
THE divine HUMANITY of the Lord.” * And 
««Effence is nothing without form, neither is form 
any thing without eſſence.“ + If then the Deity, 
or Divine Nature is in a human form, and eſſence 
cannot exiſt without form; it muſt have had that 
form before its manifeſtation ; and therefore may 
be conceived to exiſt before it. It is reaſonable 
to ſuppoſe that the ſame form was manifeſted\ 
which exiſted before its manifeſt?tion. Jeſus 
Chriſt “ was in the form of GOD, and thought 
it not robbery to be equal with GOD: Phil. ii, 
6. therefore he exiſted in the form of GOD, be. 


fore he was manifeſted in the Human form, It is 


alſo apparent that if Chriſt exiſted in the form of 
GOD, and took upon him the form of a ſervant, 
he was ſomething more than merely a charaQer in 
the ſacred Trinity. It is acknowledged there 
are three, in the Deity, called Creator, Re. 
deemer, and Sanctifier; but as a character 


only, can neither create, redeem, nor ſanctif), 


there is ſomething more than mere characters 
united in the Deity. Nor can I find any terms 
| 1 more 


® Treatiſe on Heaven and Hell, ſecond edit, p. 44 
+ Univ. Theol, vol. I, 430. 


ti 
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more proper, in which the Divine Being can 
be 2 than 7 bree Perfons in one GOD. 


i The text th John's 1 Epiſtle, ch. v. 7. 
«© makes nothing to eſtabliſh this perſonal diſ- 
cc tinction as the word neither occurs in it nor 
6“ Tertullian's remark.” Sect. XII. By the 
ſame mode of reaſoning, it makes nothing 


to eſtabliſh” a Trinity of characters, „as the 


word occurs neither in it nor Tertullian's re- 
mark. If the thing, ſignified by that word, 
is contained in it, and in Tertullian's remarks, 
it is enough to ſatisfy a reaſonable perſon. And 
if perſon was primarily appropriated to cha- 
racters in the drama, no man needs be offended 
with it. But I hope my Opponent will not ſay, 
that Tertullian did not mean perſon in the 
words I quoted ; if he ſhould, I might produce 
abundant inſtances from his Treatiſe only a- 
gainſt Praxeas, wherein it is mentioned, and 
applied diſtinctly to the perſonal characters, 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, * 


Laurentius Valla lived nearly a century before 
Eraſmus, was an Tralian nobleman of great eru- 
dition 


= 
® Inſtance the following lines. Noviſſimè mandans ut 
tingerent in yATREM & FILIUM & SPIRITUM SANCTUM, 


non in unum. Naim nec ſemel, ſed ter, ad fingula no- 


mina in rERSON As fingulas tingimur. 
Tertull. adv, Praxean, cap. X XVI. 
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( 55 ] 
dition, and the firſt perſon who ſet himſelf to 
correct the Greek MS. of the New Teſtament. 


His Commentary renders 1 John v. 7. Hi tres 


in unum ſunt— ſo that the true reading,” ſays 
my Opponent, The/e three are in one effectually 
«© excludes the dividuality of perſons it was ſup- 
© poſed to eſtabliſh,” He might have ſaid, with 
equal propriety, it excludes the characters too. 


But aſſertions do not always paſs for proofs, nor 


are they always true. If theſe three” What 
three? Characters are not mentioned in 1 John 
v. 7. nor in Tertullian's remark. There are 


many times three characters in the Deity: but 


only Three Per/ons, Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, in one GOD. Trese THREE Per/ons 
ARE IN ONE, ſubſiſt in one being or ſubje& ; and 
Tertullian's obſervation is right, in the opinion 
of his adverſaries, where he remarks that unum 
is of the neuter gender, as more immediately 
expreſſive of being and eſſence than perſon. And 
this true rendering of this text is ſo far from 
excluding the perſonality contended for,“ 
that it“ agrees with the beginning of John's 
Goſpel, The WorD,” the ſecond Perſon called 
the Son of GOD was GOD, and the Wok p 
with wir” GOD —and made Fleſh ”— which 
Perſons, and not Characters only, coincide in the 


' Effence of the Lord, who promiſed to ſend the 
ComFoRTER, and by mim to be preſent with 
| kis followers to the end of the world. 


My 


46 


66 


„ i 
My Antagoniſt now preſents the public with | 4. # | 


—— 
9 


ſome partial extracts from the works of Baron 

gswedenborg on the doctrine of the Trinity. And j 
he will permit me, in my turn, to make ſome 
Remarks upon them. 


* The Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt—are 
Three Effentials of the one GOD, which make 
one like the ſoul, body, and operation in 
% man.““ Rem. p. 19. 


Cs 
- 


To underſtand this remark it may be neceſſary 

t to obſerve that the Baron affirms, There was 
«© no HoLy Ghost before the couix of the 
Lord, inaſmuch as it proceeded from the Lord 
immediately, and by nu from the Father.“ mM 
| Univ. Theol. vol. I. p. 217. 1 1 a ; 


The abſurdity of this tenet will eaſily appear, | 
if we conſider that the angel Gabriel propheſied, 5 
The Holy Ghoſt ſhould come upon the Virgin | 
Mary before that ſhe ſhould bring forth a Son, 
or before the Lord ſhonld come into the world. 1 
Which proves that the Holy Ghoſt was prior to | 
the incarnation of Jeſus Chriſt. Euke i. 35. And, | 
without multiplying arguments, St. Peter aſſures _—_— 
us that the Holy Ghoſt indited the Scriptures { | 8 
long before the could of the Lord. The Yy ] 40 
prophecy came not in oLp time by the will | 
of man: but holy. men of GOD ſpake as they 
were moved by the Hor GnosT,” 2 Pet. i. 21. 

| But 


T2: -- 


But could they have been moved by the Holy . 
Ghoſt in op ͤ time, if there had been then no 5 
Holy Ghoſt? | | 


« The Trinity of Father, Son, and Holy 
6 Ghoſt, was PROVIDED, and MADE, AFTER 
«© GOD's incarnation, conſequently after the 

* creation of the world.” Idem. p. 238. 


E. S.—c treats of the Lord the Redeemer, 

*« and proves that Jehovah deſcended and aſſumed 
e the humanity to redeem mankind.?? 
Rem. p. 17. | 


\ 


«© The humanity of the Lord, ces from 
*« Jehovah the Father, and born of the TORS 
«© Mary, is the Son of GOD.” 


; Do. N. Jerus, p. 35; b 

he divinity of the Father, anſwering to b 
6 the ſoul in man, is his firſt eſſential. The 
«© Son, who was born of the mother Mary, is 

e the body of that Divine Soul, is a conſequence FA 

<< of that birth—this therefore is a ſecond eſſen- W. 

<« tial. That operations conſtitute a third eſſen- ar 

7 tial is a conſequence of their proceeding from th 

60 N and ſoa] together.“ w] 

Univ. Theol. vol. I. p. 12 | cc 

he 


re The divinity was in him,“ in Chriſt, ** and 
<4 was his ſoul. Now whereas H1s SOUL was 
| | cc the 
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1 ESSENTIAL DIVINITY of the Father, it 
follows, that the body, or his humanity, was 
«« alſo made divine: for where the one is, there 
«« alſo muſt be the other. In this manner and 
«© no other the Father and the Son are one.“ 
Doct. N. Jerus, p. 44. 


Not a Son from eternity : for the Son is his 
cc humanity conceived of Jehovah the Father, 
« and born of the POS aged th in time,” Idem. 

7 

Such bold n to puſh the filial Godhead 

from his thrhne, require ſeverer ſtrictures than I 


now ſhall make. Vet, as ſuch daring aſſertions diſ- 
grace theſe latter days, they ought not to be wholly 


unnoticed : for if the humanity be the Son, and 


« all things were made by him,“ as the Scrip- 
tures ſay they were; then all things were made 


by a creature, by humanity: and if this huma- 
nity be only a human body, all things were made 
by a human body without a human ſoul! 


The Ebionites and Arians deny the real 


divinity of Chriſt ; Apollinaris and Swedenborg 


will not allow him a human /oul/; while Manes 
and Marcion diveſt him of a human body. Thus 
they have taken away my Lord, and I know not 
where they have laid him. But, though he is 
** ſet for a fign which ſhall be ſpoken againſt, ”? 
„ ſhall come to be glorified in his daints, and 

| admired 
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there is the real humanity or true man. 
had both theſe, and therefore, Was perfect 


[ 60 ] 


admired in all them that believe. Lak. i ii. 24, 


2 Theſſ. i. 10. 


The two effential or nn parts of a 
man are ſoul and body. Where theſe two are, 
Chriſt 


man, of a reaſonable ſoul, and numan. fleſh 
ſubſiſting.” Athan. Creed. . 


That Chriſt had a real; body is certain: fo} 
ſo ** great is the myſtery of godlineſs, GOD” 


the Son vas manifeſt in the fle/h :*? 1 Tim. 
iii. 16. and this fleſh was organized, and formed 


into a perfect body, which the Apoſtle calls 
* the body of his fleſh.” Col. i. 22. A Bopx, 
to ſhow its organization; and a body of yIESEH, 
to ſhow its reality, in oppoſition to an aerial and 
imaginary body. His own ſelf bare our ſins 
in his own body on the tree,” 1 Pet. ii. 24. 
He aſſumed fleſh, caſt into the very mould 


and form of our bodies, having the ſame parts, 


members, and lineaments in proportion as ours. 
Chriſt's body had the eſſential properties of a 
true body, as extenſion, local preſence, con- 
finement, circumſcription, penetrability, viſi- 
bility, and palpability. He will ſpeak for him- 
ſelf, © Behold my hands and my feet, that it is 
I myſelf, handle me and ſee, for a ſpirit hath 
not 72 and bones as YE SEE ME HAVE.” Luke 


XXIV. 39. And his Apoſtles ſpeak of him as, 
5 8 That 


* M 


— 


| "m4 
0 That which was from the beginning, which 
we have heard,” by authentic witneſſes, ©* which 
we have ſeen with our eyes, which we have 
looked upon, attentively examined, and 
our hands have. handled of the word of life. 
1 John i. 1. He had thoſe affections, paſſions, 
and ſinleſs infirmities which are natural to a hu- 
man body. When he had faſted forty days and 
forty nights he was afterwards an HUNGRED. ?? * 
He ſaid “ I THIRST.?” He was © ASLEEP.” | 
He Was WEARIED with his journey.“ & Do not 
theſe teſtify that he had a true and real Body? 
{Jad his bod been only a phantom, putative, 
or imaginary, his conception, nativity, death, 
reſurrection and aſcenſion would alſo have 
been imaginary : his: ſufferings and crucifixion 
would have been but mere fancies : our faith, 
hope, and religion would vaniſh into fancy too. 
Satan would have been miſtaken when he 
tempted him. How could he fall from the bat- 
tlements of the temple? || Would not this ſenti- 
ment exculpate his murderers? What evil did 
they do in crucifying him, if he had not a real 
body? But, he was the ſeed of the woman, of 
Abraham, and of David. He is termed “ the 
Man Chriſt Jeſus.” 1 Tim, ii. 5, And in the 
Evangeliſts, he is called“ £00 Son of Man 
about eighty times.“ 


F = 


Matt. iv. 2. Þ John iv, 7,xix, 28, . Matt, viii. 24. 
§ John iv. 6, Matt. iv, 5, | 


1 
If Chriſt then, aſſumed a real body, which iz 
the bark, ſhell, ſhrine, or caſe of a man, the 


= 
loweſt and meaneſt part of him, is it unreaſonable 
to ſuppoſe that he alſo aſſumed the ſoul, the 
higheſt and nobleſt part of man? and which 1 
principally is the man. If our Lord had only a 
a human body without a human ſoul, he wanted þ 
that part which is moſt eſſential to man : and * 
ſo could not be a true and perfect mas n 
redeemed and ſaved only what he aſſu mm / 
the nature of Angels but «he ed of Abrah. | 1 
conſiſting of ſoul and bod. emp 
and ſalvation reach no farther thin hee in 
tion. Did he then redeem t! only, r © 
the ſoul and body? | 1 
| | Fe 
There are three properties of a reaſonable a 
ſoul : underſtanding, will, and affections. All el 
theſe were in Chriſt, That he had a human = 
znderſtanding, appears from his increaſing in BY 
rez 


* wiſdom and ſtature.” Luke 11. 52. Stature 
for his body, and wiſdom for his ſoul. His _ 


growth in wiſdom proves the reality of his ſoul, def 
and in ſtature the reality of his body. Could Ad 
his body grow in wiſdom? - Or his ſoul in Ch 
ſtature? But as his ſoul increaſed in wiſdom, dea 
and his body in ſtature, he had both ſoul and 

body. He was under the neſcience of ſome —- 
things, not knowing the preciſe day of judg- 38. 


ment.“ As GOD, his underſtanding was in.: 
£ | finite 


Mark xiii. 32. 


03 1 

finite and omniſcient; but as man it was finite, 
in reference to thoſe things which he knew not, 
or muſt inereaſe in the knowledge of. That he 
had a human ll is ſignified by his inexpreſſible 
agonies in the garden of Gethſemane, where 
he ſubmits his own will to the will of his Father, 
while he prays, Let this cup paſs from me — 
nevertheleſs not My evil! but TIR R be done. 
And | bas human Heclions appear in his righteous 
4 forrow, t ear, $ joy, I pity, ¶ and love.“ 

he affections, with the underſtanding and will, 
in a human t\ody, undoubtedly imply a human 
ſoul: and thfrefore ſaith our Lord,“ Now 1s 
my sour trdubled, and what ſhall I ſay?+ 


Father into thy hands I commend my ſpirit, and 
having faid thus he gave up the Ghoſt,” f What 


elſe was affected when he cried out, © My GOD, 
my GOD, why haſt thou forſaken me ?” 5 Thus 
was the Lord Jeſus Chriſt a real man, of a 
reaſonable ſoul and human fleſh ſubſiſting.“ A 
man of ſorrows and acquainted with grief— 
deſpiſed and rejected of men. — Since by max,” 
Adam, came death, by Ax, the Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, „came alſo the reſurrection of the 
dead. | 


T2 To 


Luke xxii. 42. 1 Mark iii, 5. — Xx. 14. 1 Matt, xxvi. 
38. Luke xix. 41. YHeb.v. 7. Luke x, 21. John xi. 15, 
q Matt. ix, 36.—xiii. 32. 1 Matt. x. 21. 


I John xii, 279, Luke xxiii. 46, 5 Mark xv. 34. 
HH || Ifa. Vii, 3. 
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To afirm that GOD the Father took 
humanity — and that the Divinity of the Father 
was the Lord's ſoul and life; * is to defend 
the opinion of Praxeas, who maintained that 
the Father was crucified. + It is to affirm that 
the Divinity ſuffered when he ſaid, ©* My ſoul 
is exceeding ſorrowful even unto death.“ It is 
to ſuppoſe that Jesus CHRIST had no FATHER, 
that he himſelf was the FarhER when he ſaid, 
«© Thinkeſt thou that I cannot now pray to m 
FaTHER, and ne ſhall preſently give ME more 
than twelve legions of Angels.“ 


St. John, in his ſecond Epiſtle, präys, 5 Wi 


be with you, mercy and peace from GOD the 
FATHER, and from the Lon Jesus CHRIST 


the Son of?“ GOD «© the FaTHrer, in truth 
and love.” Ver. 2. From whence it is eaſy 


to perceive, if GOD be a truly divine and 


everlaſting FAT HER he has a truly divine and 
everlaſting Son, 1 It is eſſential that the Son 
| : have 


] 


* Univ. Theol. vol. I. 120. 


+ $0 that this notion of Baron S.— is not a new revelation: 
It is what my Opponent properly ſtyles the © evild opinion” 
of Praxeas. Ipſum dicit Patrem deſcendiſſe in Virginem, 
ipſum ex ea natum, ipſum paſſum, denique ipſum eſſe Jefum 
Chriſtum. —Ita duo negotia Diaboli Praxeas Rome pro- 
curavit, Prophetiam expulit, & hæreſim intulit ; Paracletum 
fugavit, & Patrem crucifixit, Tertull. adv, Praxean, cap. J. 


1 Habeat neceſſe eſt Pater Filium, ut Pater fit: & Filius 
Patrem, ut Filius ſit, Tertull, adv, Praxean, cap. X. 


att. xxvi. 53. 
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have the ſame nature and eſſence as his Father.“ 
If the Father was eternal, and always a Father, 
the Son was eternal, and always a Son: for re- 
latives muſt be ſimultaneous. And how can 
he be truly GOD the Far HER, who has not a 
true divine Son? This inference is ſo natural 
and clear, that St. John declares, he is 


Antichriſt that denieth the?” true FATHER and 


the” xeal © Son.”? For the relative terms Father 
and Son ſo neceſſarily imply each other that 
ie whoſoeverdenieththe Son hath not the Father,” 
Either deny) therefore the true paternity of the 
Father, or :cknowledge the true, divine, and 
real nature If the Son: Ile that, by reje&- 
ing the true divine Sonſhip, „ honoureth not 
the Son,* honoureth not the Father who hath 
ſent him, ””+ and hath ſaid, ©* This is my be- 
loved Son.” f It is no ſmall diſhonour to 
the Son, to ſuppoſe he is only the humanity. 
«« GOD” the Father ſpared not his ows 
Sox,“ s vf iWioy wiov his own PROPER natural 
Son ; „ but delivered him up for us all.“ $ 
Therefore when the Son „ cometh into the 
world he ſaith”? to his Father, in thoſe well- 
known words, << Sacrifices and offerings thou 
wouldſt not, but a body|| haſt thou prepared 
: 1 me 


* Sermon on Gal, iv. 6. 
+ John v. 22. +} Matt. iii. 17. 
5 Rom, vili. 32. 
Not excluding the ſoul, any more than in Rom. xii. 1. 
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i me.“ * — Then ſaid the Son, “ Lo, I come to do | 
| ( thy will O GOD.” + And as many deceivers N 
* | are entered into the world, who confeſs not that 8 
IN Jeſus Chriſt is come in the fleſh;*” but ſay | 
Tz that the Father is come in the fleſh, and affirm 
af there is no Son but the humanity ; .and then even 
9 | deny his humanity by aſſerting that it is a body 
C without a human ſoul. This is a deceiver and 1 
[7 antichriſt, Whoſoever tranſgrefſeth aad abideth 
1 not in the doctrine of Cunrsr hath not GOD? 
he that abideth in the doarine 6f CuRIsT hath | 6 
the Far HER and the Son. If theſe come any , 4 
unto you, and bring not this dqctrine,“ of N 
Chriſt's real filiation and divine Sokſhip, “ re- tl 
17 ceive him not into your houſe, neither bid him k 
WHs | God-ſpeed. ” t 
| | | | ca 
I ſhall now contraſt a'few of thoſe Scriptures ot 
mentioned in my Sermon, which my Opponent 0 
thought not proper to take any notice of: and 15 
the reader may compare them, at his leiſure, = 
with the opinions of Praxeas and the Baron, b 
A; whereby he may ſee that the Son of GOD is ur 
Witl\ of a nature much higher than humanity. af 
Y 7 | m 
1 Gen. i, 26. And GOD Elohim ſaid, let US$ gi 
4 | | make man, in OUR image, after OUR likeneſs.” 8 
11 „ 
1 | | | je 
l | „Pf. xl. 79, + Heb. x. 5,7 2 John ver. 7, 10. © 
| 1 { | | A late writer thinks that GOD here ſpeaks aſter the manner 
TY ef kings, who are wont to ſpeak in the plural number, when in 
1 ö | s they 


— 


E 6&1] | 

If GOD ſaid, ** let US,” Father, Son, and 

Holy Ghoſt, make man, in OUR image, after 

OUR likeneſs :?* it follows that the Trinity of 

Perſons, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, were be- 
fore man was created. | | | 


John i. 1. In the be inning was the Wok p, 


and the Wok D was we e GOD.” In that be- 


1 ginning 


they ſignify their e But on the contrary, kings ſpeak- 


ing in the plural ichs to be a cuſtom much later than the 


days of Moſes or Ezra, The king of Egypt ſaid to Joſeph; 
e am Pharaoh-II have ſet thee,” not WE have ſet thee, over 
the land of Egy/jt.” Gen. xli. 41, 46. Long after this, the 
king of Perſia writes; © I Darius make a decree,” Ezra, vi. 8, 


Moſes Gerundenfis abſurdly imagined, GOD ſpake to the 


earth, that it ſhould bring forth man, as it had brought forth 
other creatures, Some of the Jews ſuppoſed, there was a kind 
of ſenate or council of Angels, without whom GOD does 
nothing. But at that time, there was not given the leaſt hint 
of any ſuch beings; much leſs that they aſſiſted in creating 
man, who was not made in the image of Angels; but in the 
image of GOD. Maimonides acknowledges, it is not to be 
underſtood, as if he aſked the advice of his ſenate, or was 
aſſiſted by their judgment; only that he uſed them as inſtru- 
ments. More Nevoch. P. XI. Cap. 6, But this is directly 
repugnant to the very words of Scripture, which are not in 
the form of a command but of a conſultation. | 


Theſe futile ſolutions plainly indicate, how difficult the 
Jews found it, as the Socinians do at this day, 'to give an ac- 
count of this mode of ſpeaking, without granting a plurality 
of perſons in the Godhead, And therefore Menaſſeb ben Iſrael, 
in his Conciliator, mentions one of their doctors who ſays, in 


Berefhith 


1 68 J 
ginning when all things began to exiſt: ver. 2, 3. 
and therefore before his incarnation. If to re- 
concile the difference between Athanaſius and 
E. Swedenborg we ſhould ſuppoſe that the human 
ſoul of Chriſt did exiſt in glory with the Father 
at the beginning of the creation; the Baron has 
prevented the attempt by aſſerting, he had no 
human ſou], for The Hivikity of the Father, 
N 5 


ol 


| „ PE oh, 
Bereſhith Rabba, when Moſes by GUD's direction was about 


3 
to write, Let US make man,” he cried out, O Lord of, 


moſt ſimple unity?” To which he receiuid this anſwer; 
« write as I bid thee; and if any man love to err, let him 
err.“ The ſame is related by Foſeph Albo : and, whether 
fabulous or true, ſhows that the Rabbins have been long 
puzzled with theſe words; which unavoidably ſuggeſted to 
their minds more perſons than one in the Deity. 


the world, why wilt thou give men occaſion { err, about thy 


Epipbanius, born in Paleſtine about A. D. 332, declares as 
his own belief, and as the ſentiment of all true believers, that 
te this is the language of GOD to his Wor and only Begotten, 
as ALL the faithful believe.” And that Adam was formed 
by the hand of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt,” 
Haeres, xxill. n. 2, xliv. n. 4 xlvi. n. 3. TERTULLIAN 
acknowledges the Trinity of Perſons is intended by the words, 
And ſo does Iranazus, born about twenty-four years after St, 
John's death, a diſciple of Polycarp, and afterwards biſhop of 
Lyons, Faciamus Hominem ad Imaginem NosTrRam— 
pluraliter ſibi loquebatur, quia jam adhaerebat illi Filius ſe- 
cunda PxxsoN A Sermo ipſius: & Tertia, Spiritus in Sermone 
— quaſi cum Miniſtris & Arbitris ex Unitate TRIN ITATIS 
loquebatur. Denique ſequens Scriptura diſtinguit inter Pzz- 
SONAS, Iren. L. V. C. 1. p. 293, Tertull, adv, Praxean. 
Cap, xii, | | 
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| [ 69 J 
he ſays, © was the Lord's ſoul and life.” But 
as the humanity, or body of our Lord, did not 
exiſt in the beginning; conſequently that hu- 
manity could not be the Woxp,”” the Son 
of GOD, which was WITH GOD”? in the 
beginning. | | 


r Tlat all men ſhould honour the 
Son even as they hoi our the Father,” Does the 
Lord Jeſus el. A thiy honour as a mere man? 
No man willfaffirm this. 2. Does he claim it as. 
a a ſeparate being inferior to GOD? He diſclaims 
honour on this account, teſtifying, „I can do 
nothing of hy own ſelf:“ that is, as a ſeparate 
being fram GON. 3. Does he claim it as a 
being equal with, though ſulſtantially different 
from GOD? This would imply a diviſion in the 
Godhead. But, 4. being perſonally diſtin, ** The 
Father hath committed all judgment unto the 
Son.” And though this power was manifeſted 
in the Perſon of his Son, and is ftill exerciſed by 
him; it is the power of GOD himſelf. There- 
fore the honour and worſhip due on that account 
to the Father and the Son, two diſtinſt Perſons, 
are due to one Divine Being. The Being we 
_ worſhip is one GOD, though different perſons. 
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Col. i. 16, 17. He is before all things — 
all things were created by him:“ which could 
not be ſaid of Chriit, unleſs he were prior to his 
humanity or incarnation, 

Rev. 
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„„ 

Rev. i. 17, 18. * I am the firſt and the laſt; 
I am he that liveth and was dead, and behold 1 
am alive for evermore.”” This is applied to the 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt who was „dead and is alive 
again,” He is the firſt and the laſt: therefore 
he did 3 his hamanity. 


John i. zo. „ This is He of whom I ſaid, afte: 
me cometh a man which 1s x *-ferred. pefore me, 
for he was before me.” This m refer to the 
ſtate of glory in which Chriff exift yd before his 
incarnation. ch. iii. 12. John was conceived ſix ' 
months before Chriſt. He began 8 miniſtry 
firſt, and was caſt into priſon abokt the time 
Jeſus began to preach. But ſays the Baptiſt, 
He was before me, he exiſted long before my 
_ exiſtence, or ere the world was. Prov. viii. 23. 
And therefore it could not be the hamanity 
which was before the . | 


Col H;:9.- © = him dwelleth all the fulneſs 
of the Godhead bodily.” This muſt be under- 
ſtood conſiſtent with the doctrine of St. John, 
„ The Word was made fleſh—GOD ”” the Father, 
© ſo loved the world that he gave his only be- 
gotten Son: and of St. Paul, The Son — is 
the brightneſs of his glory, and the expreſs image 
of his perſon.” Heb. i. 1-10. ii. 14, 16. All 
that the Father did in making atonement for us, 
and reconciling GOD to us, is aſcribed to Chriſt 
as the Son of GOD, and not as the Father or the 

Holy 


[71] 


Holy Ghoſt, though in unity and eſſence of na- 
ture they are not excluded. 


The perſon of Chriſt, ſubſiſting in the whole | 


nature of GOD, has all the fulneſs of that nature 
dwelling in him: for there is no diviſion of the 
whole nature of GOD. If then the attributes 
and perfection f the Divine Nature, in their 
fulneſs, dwe! in +67 Lord Jeſus Chriſt, it is 


a ſpars ets ang 201410 evidence of his Deity... 


And if the p« {gp Of Chriſt ſubſiſted tn the Divine 
Nature, he exiſted before he took on him ba- 
manity. 


Phil. ii. 5, 6. Jeſus Chriſt “ being in the 
- form of GOD thought it not robbery to be 
equal with GOD: but made himſelf of no 
reputation, and took upon him the form of a 
ſervant.” Jeſus Chrift is here ſaid to be in the 
form of GOD —1n equality with GOD ; ſo that 
in nature he is not inferior: and therefore no 
created Being in the Divine Form. The Divine 
Nature of Jeſus Chriſt muſt be underſtood by 
his being in the form of GOD ; becauſe he 
pre-exiſted his incarnation in that form, His 


power in that form, and his condeſcenſion to 


take the form of a ſervant, preceded his actually 
taking humanity. For if he had not been in 
greater dignity before he took the form of a 
ſervant, how could he make himſelf of no 
reputation. 


Chriſt's 
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Chriſt-s emptying himſelf, or making himſelt 
of no reputation, was not his laying aſide the 
exerciſe and demonſtration of divine power which 
he had by donation as man. Becauſe, 1. A: 
man he was not in the exerciſe of it, when he 


firſt made himſelf vf no reputation; but was 


afterwards inveſted with it, when he took upon 
him his miniſterial office : therefore he could not 


lay aſide the demonſtration! of that power of 


which he was not in the © eroife, Nor can 
it mean his ſufferings ; bat ae die making him- 


ſelf of no reputation and taking the form of, 
a ſervant preceded his ſufferings, 3. Nor did 


he empty himſelf of the divine nature as GGOD, 
or as the Son of GOD, which would have been 


- annihilation. But, 4. He made himſelf of no 
reputation in his wonderful and inexpreſſible 


condeſcenſion, in his ſtooping ſo low to ſave man, 
taking humanity, and appearing, not in majeſty 
and pomp, but in the form of a ſervant, and 
becoming obedient unto death. : 


Heb. i. 8—10. ** Unto the Son he ſaith — 
Thou, Lord, in the beginning hai: Jaid the foun- 
dations of the earth.” Therefore, 1. he is not 


a creature ; but the Creator, the ſecond Perſon 


in the glorious Trinity. 2. He was the Son of 
GOD before he took NP; and before the 
foundations of the earth were laid. 


John xvii. 5. And now, O 8 glorify | 
thou me, with thy own ſelf, with the glory 


which 
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which” I had with thee before the world was. 

If the Son were in glory with the Father before 

the world was, he exiſted before time began: 
and e with the F ather. 


„ The Bengel declares the Father DO 
| 4 Son were in glory. before the world was. But 
if the humanity be the Son of GOD, it will 
follow that the humanity exifted with, or ix 
according to the Biron, the Father before the 
world was. This notion would totally efface the 
incarnation of the Son of - GOD. for if the 
humanity were with or in the Father before the a 
world was, the Lord did not take it from the . 
Virgin Mary, having had it, at leaſt, four 
thouſand before her birth. 
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2. If the humanity, which was taken from 

the Virgin Mary. be the Son of GOD, the 

Virgin Mary muſt have been before the world 

was ; for it could not be before that from which 2 
it was taken. In like manner the parents a 


of the Virgin, and all the prec ding gene- ; 
rations from Abraham and Adam, muſt have | 1 
been before the . of GOT, and before the i IIB | 
world. was. : 


3. If the kackinley was both of the Viewla 
Mary in time, and more than four thouſand years 
after the world was, or began to be; it could not | F- | 
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be the humanity which had glory with the . | 


before the Virgin exiſfied, and before the world 
Was. 


4. As the Son of GOD really had glory with 


the Father before the world was, he exifted before 


time; but the humanity did not exiſt before the 
world was; it will therefore follow that the 
humanity could not poſſibly be the Sox who had 
glory with the Father befope the world exiſted. 


But, having veiled and eclipſed*his divine glory, 
power, and greatneſs, by condeſcending to ſuffer 


in human nature; he prays; *© O Father, glorify 
thou me with thy own ſelf,”” raiſe my human 


nature into a ſtate more glorious with thyſelf, 


«with the“ original glory which I had with 


thee before the world was.“ 


« Let us then, not tempt Chriſt, as ſome of 
them, in the wilderneſs, ©© tempted” him be- 
fore he took humanity, and were deſtroyed of 
ſerpents. 1 Cor. x. 9. Ye know the grace 


of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, that though he was 


rich,” before the world was, yet for your ſakes 
he became poor, in taking humanity, ** that ye 
through his yore” might be rich.” 2 Cor, 


viii. 9. 


| The fallacy of concluding that humanity is 


GOD's own Son may be farther diſcovered by 


conſidering that, though the manhood of Chriſt 
| | may 


hs ws. a6 @a om Gr. x. 
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1 

may be termed, as Adam was, the Son of 
60D; yet his filiation, or ſonſhip, i is grounded 
upon a much higher nature than his being born 
of the Virgin Mary, or even his being eee 
"8 the Holy Ghoſt. For, 


I. If Chriſt's real Sonſhip, as ht true and - 
proper ground of it, reſulted from his miraculous 
conception, the Holy Ghoſt, the third Perſon, 

rather than the firſt, would have the title of 
, GOD the Father; becauſe that effect which was 
the foundation of Chriſt's Sonſhip was more 
immediately produced by him than by the firſt 
Perſon. But the whole current of Scripture. re- 
| preſents Chriſt as the Son of the 3 and 
not of the Holy Ghoſt. 
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2. Our Lord Jeſus himſelf does not aſſign his 
miraculous conception as the reaſon of his Son- 
| ſhip. When he profeſſedly treats upon the ſub- 
ject, and gives the world an account of it, he 
carries it up to his doing that the Father 
| did” *—to his quickening whom he will, even 
as the Father doth*” +—to his having life in 
himſelf, as the Father hath life in himſelf?” t— to 
his being one with the Father?” ||—to his being 
« in the Father, and the Father in him.“ $— 
Yet doth not mention his miraculous conception ; 
but inſiſts altogether upon things tending to the 
o + proof 


John v. 19. f Ver, 21. 1 Ver. 26. John x. 30. & Ver, 38, 


6 ] 
proof of his — the nature and eſfence 
of his Father. And by them he repreſents his 
Sonſhip, and ſuch a Sonſhip as readers him equal 
with his Father ;* which he could nathave done 
with truth, had the humanity only been * Son 
of GOD. 


The Jews ſought to kill Jeſus becauſe he ſaid * 
that GOD was his Father,”+ as they properly 
underſtood that by the expreſſion he was *©* mak- 
ing himſelf equal with GOD':*” and, becauſe, 
they were right in their explanation of the 
phraſe, he never attempted to contradi& them. 
His Harbinger, John the Baptiſt, had declared, 
« I ſaw, and bare record that this is the Son. of 
GOD.”t Nathanael ſays, „Rabbi, Thou art 
the Son of GOD.” [|] And Peter, „Thou art 
Chriſt the Son of the living GOD.“ * I be- 

lieve, ſaith the Eunuch, that Jeſus Chriſt 
is the Son of GOD.”q Vea, Lord,“ ſays 
Martha, I believe that thou art the Chriſt, 
the Son of GOD, which ſhould come into the 
world.” If we believe the witneſs of men, 
the witneſs of GOD is greater. And lo, a 
yoice from heaven ſaying, this 15 my beloved 

Son.“ 


Sermon on Gal. iv. 6. p. 27. 


+ John v. 18. 1 John i. 34. || Ver. 49. I Matt, xvi, 16, 
Ads viii, 37. + John xi, 27, 


1 
Son.” * And becauſe our Lord ſaid, I am 
the Son of GOD,“ the Jews ſaid, we have a 
law, and by that law he ought to die, becauſe 
he made himſelf the Son of GOD.” And 
St. Paul adds, © © GOD ſent his own Son: 
whom the wiſe Man-ſpeaks of, in Prov. viii. 
22—31. The Lord” Heb. Jenovan the Fa- 
ther, „ poſſeſſed E, the Son, „ in the be- 
ginning of his way, before his works of old. 1 


was ſet up from everlaiting, from the beginning, 


or ever the earth was. When there was no 
depths, I was brought forth: when here were 
no fountains abounding with water. , Before the 
mountains were ſettled ; before the hills, was I 
brought forth: while as yet he had not made 
the earth, nor the fields, nor the higheſt parts of 
the duſt of the world: when he prepared the 
| heavens I was there: when he ſet a compaſs upon 
the face of the depth: when he eſtabliſhed the 
clouds above: when he firengthened the foun- 
tains of the deep: when he gave to the ſea his 
decree, that the waters ſhould not paſs his com- 
mandment: when he appointed the foundations 
of the earth: THEN was I BY HIM as one 
brought up with him: and I was pAILT his 
delight, rejoicing aLways before him.” 80 
ſaith Micah, ch. v. 2. Thou Bethlehem 
Ephratah —out of thee ſhall come forth unto 
me, that is to be ruler in Iſrael, whoſe goings 


Gy: forth 


* Matt, iii. 17. + John x. 33, 36. xix. 7. | Rom. viii, 35 32. 
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forth have been from of old, FROM EVERLAST- 
ING.“ Heb. from the days of eternity. 


After my Opponent has repeated the argu- 
ments which. I have already anſwered, he con- 


_ cludes the Swedenborgian Doctrine of a Trinity 


with the following obſervations. ** It is a weak 


„ conceit in C. Bayley to ſuppoſe mankind can 


cc be deterred from a ſerious conſideration of 
cc them,“ of facts mentioned in eccleſiaſtical hiſ- 
tory, by a verbal diſtinction quoted from Ter- 
* tullian, whoſe authority can have little weight 
© with thoſe who would be accounted Satho- 
c dox.*” This remark might have been accounted 


ingenious, had the weak conceit?”” ever been 
in C. Bayley; but, like a caſtle in the air, it 


exiſted only in the mind of his Antagoniſt. And 
ſhould there be any ftrength in his argument it 


would turn againſt its own author. Yet C. Bay- 
| ley ſuppoſed the quotation from Tertullian might 


have happily diſcovered the fallacy of the Baron's 
untrue declaration : eſpecially as, in other parts of 
his works, he ſays, ** THE CHRISTIANS OF THE 
FIRST AGES—diftinguifhed the Divinity into Three 
Per/ons.”” And my Objector acknowledges there 
was, at leaſt, ** a verbal diſtinction'' in the Tri- 
nity admitted even by Tertullian. But, he does 


not admire antiquity which contradicts him: and 


would therefore invalidate the authority of that 
learned man, by alledging, ** he is charged, by 
«« Fulgentius, with afſerting that the Soul was not a 

«« Spirit 


| l | 

«© Spirit, and that GOD was corporeal.” It 
does not ,evidently appear that Tertullian be- 
lieved another doctrine than that of the Apoſtle, 
who ſaid, The very GOD of peace ſanctify 
you wholly : and I pray GOD your whole SPIRIT 
and soul and Bop be preſerved blameleſs unto 


the coming of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt,” 1 Theſl. | 


V. . : 


It is highly probable, if Tertullian were now 
alive to explain himſelf, he would declare that 
by the word corpus, he meant no more than my 
Opponent means by ſabſtance, in oppoſition to 
phantom or ſhadow : for when he ſays, Spiritus 
eſt corpus, a ſpirit is a body”? or ſubſtance, * 
he immediately ſubjoins, ſui generis in ſua effigie, 
© of its own kind in its own form.“ And if his 
enemies wreſted his words, and ſpake of him as 
freely as my Objector has written againſt my 
Sermon, I ſhould not eſteem their teſtimony as 
worthy of credit. For who will not confeſs that 
Tertullian “ was a man of great talents, learning 
and eloquence ? ”? And, one might fuppoſe, he was 
leſs liable to miſtake in theſe matters than thoſe 
who lived one thouſand five hundred years after 
him, | 


In 


This appears from the following lines. At ego nihil dico 


de Deo inane & vacuum prodire potuiſſe, ut non de inani 
& vacuo prolatum : nec carere ſubſtantia, quod de tanta 
ſubſtantia proceſſit, & tantas ſubſtantias fecit. 

Tertull, adv, Praxean, cap. VIII. 
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In this Sermon the author has quoted the 
« Scriptures in a looſe manner: i. e. in the 
manner commonly quoted by writers on divinity, 


* interſperſed with his own words, to prevent 


miſconception of the paſſage. In the firſt edition 
the Scriptures were printed in Talic letters, and 
my words in Roman, In the ſecond, they are 
marked with quotations. The crime is, they 
are quoted, frequently with no reference to 
chapter or verſe.” But does not every text 
of Scripture refer to ſome clfapter and verſe ?, 
How could I imagine I ſhould have had an 
Opponent ſo ignorant of his Bible as to need 
written references? A concordance may aflift 
him in finding them, and thereby extenuate 
my fault. He ſays, through my negle& of 
pointing out the chapter and verſe, no in- 
« ference can be made of what I would prove 


= by them.” May I not reaſonably enquire 


then, what could induce hi to oppoſe the 
doctrine I advance, if he could not infer “ what 


I would prove by them?“ Shall the king of Iſrael 


go out againſt a flea? Would he combat he knows 


not what? And who does know how to make 


any other than the natural inferences already 
made! He knows not what I would prove by 


them, except it be that of making the Deity 
ce and Humanity in Chriſt two diſtin Perſons, ” 
But can he lay his hand on his heart and ſay, 
he believes I wouLD draw any ſuch inference 


from them? Does any thing in my Sermon 
favour 


— 


"TR WI 
favour ſach an inference? Muſt not a man' be 
ſtrangely prejudiced to ſay, after reading that 
Sermon, that no inference can be made of what I 
would prove from the Scriptures therein quoted, 
*« except it be that of making the Deity and 

wh I in Chriſt two diſtinct Perſons Ea 


«© Whether he is conſcious of it or not, the 

«© diſtintions he contends for will favour ſome 
© one or other of their abſurd notions; ?*” viz. 
the notions of heretics. This is all declamation, 
a mere gratis diftum. *©* Yet he multiplies quo- 
© tations, and applies them in ſuch a manner, 
te that one paſſage militates frequently againſt 
c another.“ Was it not ſaid, no inference 
could be made of what I would prove by them?“ 
but now the opinion is changed. The proof 
comes on: *© Immediately after his criticiſm 
ce upon panay, he quotes this paſſage — no man 
« hath ſeen GOD at any time: where to GOD 
«© he adds the Father — But I was careful to ſee 
that the Father” was not printed in Jzalics 
in the firſt edition, nor in quotations in the 
ſecond, as the portions of Scripture were. And 
it was neceſſarily added, to avoid an appearance 
of the militation my Opponent ſpeaks of. For 
who can ſay that GOD here does not mean, 
GOD the Father? —*©* And ſpeaks of a Son who 
„ js an inviſible image of the Father,” If 
Chriſt be the image of the Father, he is an 
inviſible image, unleſs fleſh and blood be an 
image 


( 82 J 
image of the inviſible GOD. Had I been per- 
mitted to interſperſe *” my own words, I might 
have explained myſelf more fully, by obſerving ; 
I. No man hath ſeen GOD?” the Father in 
his Divine Eſſence, not even Moſes, Exod. 
xxxiii. 20, 23. where face is put for eſſence. 2. I 
am inclined to think that no man hath ſeen GOD 
the Father even in the human form, either 
under the Old or New Teſtament Diſpenſation. 
GOD the Son appeared to Abraham, * to Iſaac, 


to Moſes, f and to Joſhua. || The Prophet Iſaiah 


declares, F he ſaw the Lord fitting upon a 
throne high and lifted up: and repeats his 


aſſertions, ©* Mine eyes have ſeen the Kinc the 


Lonxp of hoſts:* Heb. Jexnovan SABAOT E. 
The Evangeliſh St. John bears witneſs, that he, 
whom Iſaiah ſaw, and ſpake of, was the Loxp 
Jzsus CHRIST. J It is evident, from various 
paſſages of Scripture, that GOD the Son fre- 
quently appeared in human ſhape under the Old 
Teſtament Diſpenſation. All things were created 
by him—the government being on his ſhoulders 
—all things by him conſiſt — all judgment is 


committed into his hands. How then can we 


ſuppoſe that the Father would appear upon tran- 
ſitory, and comparatively inſignificant occaſion, 
when it was ſo frequently promiſed that the Sun 
ſhould appear upon the moſt important? Is it 


not 


4 
®* Gen, xvili. xxii. + Gen, xxvi, f Exod, iii, 
1 Joſh, V. 13. &C, & Iſa, vi. 1, 5. q John xii. 40, 41. 
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not moſt reaſonable to believe that he, who 
would in proceſs of time appear as the Son of 
man, the Son of GOD, the Saviour of the 
world, would alſo make ſome tranſient appear- 
ances in the human form, as ſo many indications 
of his future appearance in the form of a ſervant, 
to expiate ſin by the ſacrifice of himſelf ? 


There is ſomething inexplicably myſterious in 
the perſon of Chriſt, as well as in his eſſence, 


which appears in the moſt convincing manner, 
from the account given of his Deity in'Scripture. 
To inſtance only his own words, in Matt. xi. 17. 
where he declares, humble as his circumſtances 
then appeared to be, all things are delivered 
to me of my Father, and”? ſuch are the myſteries 
and glories of his Eſſence, Perſon, and King. 
dom, that no one” fully knoweth the Son, 
but the Father ; neither knoweth any man the 


Father” fully but the Son, and he to whom- 


ſoever the Son will reveal him,“ which is but in 
part to the wiſeſt and beſt men. 1 Cor. xiii. 12, 
The Son has that knowledge of the Father, to 
which no creature can pretend. And his great 
errand into this world was to diſcover, in ſome 
degree, his nature-and will, and to lead his wan- 
dering creatures into a ſaving acquaintance with 
him. But he did not appear, to us, in the eſſen- 
tial glory of his divine nature: for in this reſpe& 
he dwells in light inacceſſible, to which no man 


can approach, whom no man hath ſeen, or can 
; ſee; 
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ſee; but in the veil of fleſh ; through which he 
was emptied, to our view of him, from thoſe 
divine rays, which would have dazzled the ſons 
of men, and have made them afraid of looking 
upon him, left they ſhould be conſumed. *® Hence 
it-appears, there is no contradiction in ſaying, 
«© no man hath”, really «* ſeen GOD” the Fa- 
ther at any time:“ for no man can ſee me 
and live,” ſaith the Almighty. | 


Some have ſuppoſed that Philip, one of the 
Apoſtles, deſired the Lord J-©-. would favour him 
and the other diſciples, with a viſion of the 
Father in a corporeal form. I do not apprehend 
that the diſciples thought the Father was viſible 
to human eye; but, with a pious ardour and 
zeal for holineſs, prayed, ©* Lord, ſhew us the 
Father,“ bring us to the enjoyment of him, 
© and it is” happineſs “ ſufficient for us:“ we 


deſire no more, we reſign every other hope in 


compariſon of this. Jeſus ſaith unto Philip, 
cc have I been ſo long time with you, and yet 
haſt thou not 4nows me Philip? He that hath 
ſeen me, hath”? it: effect ſeen the Father,” for 
I am the brightn.ſs of his glory, the expreſs 
image of his perſon, the image of the inviſible 
GOD. 1 If ye had known me, in my divine 


nature more perfectly, “ye would have known 


my Father alſfo,”” for the Son's Deity is one with 
: | | | that 

* Exod. xx. 19. 1 Tim. vi. 16. 

+ Heb, i. z. t col. i. 15, 


[39+ 1 


: that of the Father, and ſuch are the diſcoveries 


I have made of him, and ſuch the manifeſtations 


of the divine perfections which you have ſeen in 
me, that in effect it may be ſaid, from hence- 


forth ye know him, and have, as it were al- 


ready, ** ſeen him; though his real eſſence 
is inviſible. 


The deſtruction of Sodom he aſcribes to two 
GODS.” Not ſo: I aſcribe it to GOD the Son, 
from GOD the Father, who is a diſtinct Perſon 
in the Godhead; but not a ſeparate GOD. The 
Perſon is GOD as it ſubſiſts in the divine Eſſence. 
My words are theſe, in Serm. p. 14. The 


. 5 . % 
Lord,” in Hebrew JEnovan, ** rained upon 


Sodom and Gomorrah brimſtone and fire from 
the Lord,“ Heb. Jenovan, out of heaven.“ 
Gen. xix. 24.+ Here is the Lord from the 


Lord —Jehovah from ' Jehovah — GOD the Son 


from GOD the Father: for to uſe our Lord's 
own words, „ The Father has committed all 
judgment unto the Son,” To infer from this 
comment that TI aſcribe the deſtruction of Sodom 
to two Gods, is only a ſprig of my Opponent”s 

1 | heterodoxy, 


* John xiv, 8. 

+ Tertullian, in his treatiſe againſt Praxeas, quotes this 
text in the ſenſe I have uſed it: and ſubjoins, Hæc aut nega 
ſcripta, aut quis es, ut non putes accipienda quemadmodum 
ſcripta ſunt, maximè quæ non in allegoriis & parabolis, ſed 
in difinitionibus & certis & fimplicibus habent ſenſum ? 
Cap, xiii, 
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heterodoxy, abſurdly graſted upon the doctrine 


maintained by Moſes; and which, at the utmoſt, 
does not exceed what Baron Swedenborg aſſerts, 
though inconſiſtent with other parts of his wri— 
tings, in Doct. N. Jeruſalem, p. 53, 1. 17. 
*© There was a Divinity and Humanity in the 


Lord, the Divinity FROM Fehowah the Father? 


and I. 21. The Divine Effence from the Fa- 
ther— Hence he was EGAL to the Father with 
reſpect to his Divinity.” Thus it is evident I 
ſaid no more than E. S.— ſaid before me: only 
I explained my meaning by the words of our 
Lord himſelf; which the Baron did not. It will 
not ſatisfy the lovers of truth to ſay,” © it is a re- 
petition of Jehovah inſtead of the pronoun”? him, 
when they conſider that our Lord uſes the ſame 
argument to prove his own divinity.“ «What 


think ye of Chriſt ? whoſe Son is he? They ſlay 


unto him the Son of David. He faith unto them, 
how then doth David ir ſpirit,”” + or by the in- 
ſpiration of the Holy Spirit, „call him Lord, 
ſaying, in Pſ. cx. 1. The Lord ſaid unto my 
Lord,”” not the Divinity ſaid to the Humanity, 
but GOD the FATEHER ſaid unto GOD the Sox, 

| c {jt 


* Matt, XXil, 42. 


+ Our Lord takes it for granted in his arguments with the 
Jews, that the writers of the Old Teſtament were under ſuch 
an extraordinary guidance of the Holy Spirit, as to expreſs 
themſelves with the ſtricteſt propriety on all occaſions, John 


Xe 35. 


„„ 
„ fit thou on ny right hand till I make thine 
enemies thy footſtool? If David then call him 
Lox p, how eis he his Son? And no man was 
able to anſwer him a word.” Agreeable to this 
paſſage are the words of GOD the Father to 
GOD the Son, in Heb. i. 8, 9. Thy throne, 
O GOD, is for ever, and ever—therefore GOD, 
thy GOD hath anointed thee with the oil of 
gladneſs—and thou, Lord, in the beginning haſt 
laid the foundation of the earth.” Daniel 
prays, ch. ix. 17. Now therefore, O our 
| GOD, hear the prayer of thy ſervant, and cauſe 
thy face to ſhine upon thy ſanctuary that is deſo- 


late; rox THE LoRD's sAK E.“ Some may, per- 


| haps, imagine the Loo here is put for the pro- 
noun; but I cannot think it ſhould be any other 
than David's LosD, in Pf. xlv. 11. and David's 
Son, in Matt. xxil. 42, 43, 44. As there is no 
reaſon to ſuppoſe the prophet would implore the 
_ favour of one who was not in exiſtence ; we may 
conclude that the Son of GOD, for whole ſake 
alone our fins muſt be forgiven, did exiſt before 
he aſſumed humanity. Again, Thus ſaith the 
Lord—verily, thou art a GOD that hideſt thyſelf, 
O GOD of Iſrael, the Saviour.” Iſa. xlv. 14. 
Take one other example from Iſa. xlviii. 16, 
«© Come ye near unto me?” ſaith the Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, “hear ye this, for I have not ſpoken in 
| ſecret from the beginning, from the time that it 
was, there am I: and now, Adonay Jehovah, the 

H 2 Lord 
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„ 
Lorxp Jenovan® the Father, and His S I AIX 
hath ſent uE.“ 


The chief objections advanced againſt my 
Sermon are founded on a miſapprehenſion of the 
word per/on, ſuppoſing it means the ſame groſs 
idea when applied to GOD, which it communi- 
cates when applied to men: or that it is a word 
of equal ſignification with GOD. Corrupt rea- 
ſon eaſily finks ſo low, as to form to itſelf ſuch 
a perſonality in the mind, as may alſo involve a 
difference in the Eſſence. And that when we 
ſpeak of three perſons in the Godhead we mean 
three GODS. But for a diſputant, on ſuch an 
important ſubject, to be ignorant of the very 
terms generally agreed upon, and which he fre- 
quently makes uſe of himſelf, is unjuſtifiable in 
the ſight of GOD or man. Nor ſhould the ſig- 
nification of words defined as the opinion of any 
one man be accepted; but that ſenſe only in 
which they have been uſed by the univerſal con- 
ſent or general judgment of learned men. And 


I dare affirm, the word perſon as applied to GOD, 
never was taken in the ſame ſenſe my Opponent 


uſes it, by any of thoſe accounted orthodox wri- 
ters, before, at, or ſince, the council of Nice. 


He ſays, I obſerve “' from Iſaiah, that Chriſt 
< is the Creator and Father of all;” and that I 
aſſert his omnipreſence by theſe words, where 


e two or three are met together in my name, I 
ce Am 
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© am in the midſt of them.“ Upon theſe 
paſſages he thus remarks,”” Nay, I make no re- 
marks upon them. The remark is on (John 111. 13.) 
«© While on earth he is the Son of man who is in 
heaven.” After this I lay down what he is 
pleaſed to call, ** the very good maxim,” which 
I have endeavoured to keep in view throughout 
the Sermon, and this anſwer to the remarks upon it. 


Give me leave to obſerve, I have now done 
for my Opponent's Remarks what he promiſed 
to do for my Sermon. I have recapitulated his 
arguments and objections from the beginning, 
and followed him, as he expreſſes himſelf, p. 5. 
cc through all his ſerpentine windings ;** wind- 
ings which, if I miſtake not, have more error 
than wiſdom of the ſerpent; „ pointing out 
various inſtances of his ſophiſtry and ſelf. con- 
tradition. ?? Not that I have enjoyed the {ſmalleſt 
degree of pleaſure in following him through his 
various evolutions, But it would have afforded 
me real ſatis faction had he taken a more Chriſtian 
method of diſcuſſing the ſubject: and I am in- 
clined to, believe that his remarks would not 
have been leſs acceptable to his learned or ſerious 
readers. TI can only ſay, if he feels himſelf hurt, 
he may thank his own rod. 


By ſtepping forth, from my peaceable retire- 
ment, to check the forwardneſs of a public attack 
upon my Sermon, I would not be ſuppoſed to 

conſider 


9 


. I.» 


e 


* * * * P 
r ens a a n 
* — * — N bins 


3 


* 
4 wn, * 8 
» 
* N 
£ 


_ * * - 7 * 
FFP ² A che, EA IE. EL ns 
0 
% 
; 
. 


(96 1 
conſider myſelf under the neceſſity of making a 
reply, in future, to whatever diſputatious and 
peeviſh men may object. Though I would ſhow 
the utmoſt deference and reſpect to any ſenſible 
and candid compoſition. Yet, unleſs my Op- 
ponent will throw off the diſguiſe, aſcend ont of 
his lurking place, and appear as a man, he may 


expect his anonymous publications will meet with 


the fate they deſerve. And he cannot think me 


inimical, ſhould I adviſe him, whenever he 


intends to publiſh againſt the important doctrine 
of the Trinity, as laid down in our moſt excellent 
Liturgy, to obſerve a little more religious candour 
than he has exhibited in his late performance. 


He cannot but be ſenſible that the Chriſtians 
of the firſt ages, and innumerable pious and holy 
perſons, for near eighteen hundred years, have 
lived and died, with an hope full of immortality, 
in the enjoyment of divine love, and profeſſion 
of this Holy Faith : as the Baron himſelf hath 
left upon record: and that the Chriſtian churches 
of all nations profeſs it at this day. Should he 
not therefore call in queſtion his arguments, 
diſtruſt his own judgment of theſe matters, and 


fear introducing unwarranted opinions? leſt he 


drive the poor ſtarving ſheep into unbeaten paths, 
or cauſe them to wander on the dark mountain 
of that error which portends the ſwift approach 
of everlaſting night and miſery. Neither ſhould 
he dip his pen ig the gall of diſcord, nor turn 


it 
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it into a javelin to ſtrike through the heart of 
his loving Antagoniſt. But let him draw the 

Sword of the Spirit with the hand of Love, while 

he weighs every argument in the balance of the 
Sanctuary with tender fear and honeſt impar- 

tiality. So ſhall the deep and noiſy waters of 
trie, troubled by polemical zeal, be quenched 
in the fire of Chriſtian moderation and never- 

failing Charity. | 
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Publiſhed by the Rev. C. BAYLEY, 


And may be had of T. Loncman, Paternoſter-Row, London; 
T. Mir1s, and W. Burcin, Briffol; I. Clarke, and 
S. FALKNER, Mancheſter, 


A SERMON on Galatians iv. 6. preached in the Epiſ- 
copal Chapel, at Hayfield, Derbyſhire, on Trinity Sunday, 
Second Ede. <= FROM 


ALSO BY THE SAME AUTHOR, 


The SWEDENBORGIAN DOCTRINE of a TRINITY 


CONSIDEKED : or, STRICTURES on a late Publication, 


entitled, The ScrxiyrTUuRE DocTrINE of a TrINITY VIN- 


DICATED; according to the Principles of the illuminated 
EMANUEL SWEDENBORG, With Remarks upon a Sermon 
On Gal. iv. 6. — — - - - - - - - - - Price IS, 


AND al +0 


An ENTRANCE into the SACRED LANGUAGE; con- 
taining the neceſſary RuLES of HEBRE]W GRAMMAR in 

ENGLISH; with the original Text of ſeveral Chapters, ſelect 
Verſes, and uſeful Hiſtories, tranſlated verbatim and analyſed. 
Likewiſe ſome ſelect Przcgs of HepBrRew PoeTrRyY, The 
whole digeſted in ſo eaſy a Manner, that a Child of ſeven 
Years old may arrive at a competent Knowledge of the 


HEBREw SCRIPTURES With very little Aſſiſtance. Small 
Octa vdo Price 5s. ſewed. 


The PREFACE may be had ſeparately, containing ſome 
Reaſons for the Authenticity of the Vowel-Points, with the 


Excellency and Utility of ſtudying the Hebrew Language. 
-- - - =» -- + - -. Res 
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EXTRACT from ihe CRITICAL REVIEW, for 
December 1782. | 


© MR, BAYLEY's GRAMMAR is one of the ful- 
ce leſt and the plaineſt we have ſeen, on the Maſoretic Syſtem; and 


* as it is accompanied with the original Text of ſeveral . 
| © ters, 
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ce ters, ſelect Verſes, and uſeful Hiſtories, tranſlated verbatim 
« and analyſed, we make no Doubt but that it will enable any 
© one of a moderate Capacity, to attain a competent Know- 
c ledge of the Hebrew Scriptures, with very little additional 
& Aſſiſtance, *? | 


EXTRACT from the MonTHly Review for 
February 1783. 

«© THE GRAMMAR may be very uſeful. Its Rules, 

& though conciſe, are perſpicuous: the Analyſis, and the 


% Examples illuſtrate their Principles, and tend to facilitate 
& the Study of the Hebrew,” 
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